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SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  RECEIVED  ON  THE  EA 

Following  the  distribution  of  the  Environnnental  Assessment  (EA),  a  number  of  comments  on 
the  proposed  project  and  the  EA  were  received  during  a  public  hearing.  This  section  of 
comments  is  a  part  of  the  FONSI  package  and  is  intended  for  attachment  to  the  EA  which  was 
approved  for  review  and  distribution  by  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  on  March  3, 
1997. 

A  public  hearing  on  this  proposed  project  was  held  in  Missoula,  Montana  on  March  20,  1  997. 
A  Public  Notice  was  published  in  the  Missoula  Missoulian  that  announced  the  public  hearing 
and  requested  questions  and  comments.  Written  comments  were  accepted  through  April  25, 
1  997.  Copies  of  the  EA  were  sent  to  seven  (7)  government  agencies,  as  well  as  1  3  local/area 
residents  at  their  specific  request.  The  EA  copies  were  accompanied  by  an  announcement  of 
the  public  hearing  and  comment  period. 

A  total  of  64  local/area  residents  attended  the  public  hearing  in  Missoula,  Montana.  The  entire 
public  hearing  was  recorded  and  transcribed.  At  the  beginning  of  the  hearing,  MDT  presented 
the  "no  build"  alternative  as  the  preferred  alternative.  Following  is  a  copy  of  the  transcribed 
questions  asked  and  the  responses  provided  and  the  verbal  comments  made  during  the 
hearing. 

Four  (4)  written  comments  were  received  by  MDT  during  the  public  comment  period  which 
ended  on  April  25,  1997. 

The  vast  majority  of  the  verbal  and  written  comments  provided  during  and  following  the  public 
hearing  were  opposed  to  the  construction  of  a  commercial  vehicle  weigh  station  at  any  of  the 
alternative  sites  considered  in  the  EA  and  supported  the  "no-build"  alternative. 


DELEGATION  BY  THE  MONTANA  TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 

The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  presented  its  recommendation  to  accept  and 
approve  the  "no-build"  alternative  and  close  the  project  to  the  Montana  Transportation 
Commission  during  the  Commission's  regularly  scheduled  meeting  on  May  15,  1997.  MDT 
recommended  not  constructing  a  permanent  commercial  vehicle  weigh  station  at  any  site 
along  US  Highway  93  at  this  time  based  on  numerous  factors  including  1)  the  existence  of 
alternatives  for  enforcement  in  the  area,  2)  the  acceptance  and  use  of  portable  scales  as  a 
cost-effective  alternative  to  a  permanent  scale  site,  3)  the  escalated  costs  for  construction  of 
a  permanent  weigh  station  facility,  and  4)  the  high  degree  of  public  opposition  to  the 
construction  of  a  permanent  weigh  station  along  the  Missoula-Ravalli  Corridor  of  US  Highway 
93. 

Following  discussion  of  the  MDT  recommendation,  the  Commission  approved  the  "no-build" 
alternative.  A  copy  of  the  transcribed  minutes  of  the  May  1  5,  1  997  Commission  meeting  is 
made  a  part  of  this  FONSI. 
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MCS  WEIGH  STATION 

PUBLIC  HEARING 

Missoula,  MT 

3/20/97 


INTRODUCTION: 

Dave  Dreher,  Montana  Department  of  Transportation,  Public  Involvement  Office,  opened  the 
meeting.  We  are  here  tonight  to  talk  about  the  Environniental  Assessment  for  the  MCS  Weigh 
Station  on  U.S.  93.    The  format  basically  will  be  a  short  presentation  by  Jim  Weaver,  the  District 
Administrator,  then  the  Consultant  will  talk  about  the  specific  sites,  then  we  will  open  it  up  to 
questions,  and  then  we  will  receive  comments. 

Jim  Weaver:  I  will  tell  you  briefly  about  the  process  we've  been  tlirough,  where  we  are  now,  and 
where  we  think  we  are  going  with  this  project.  The  first  purpose  and  reason  the  department  even 
proposed  a  weight  station  was  to  provide  some  truck  enforcement  to  the  laws  that  govern  trucks 
(weights,  lengths,  etc.)  on  Highway  93  primarily  north.  The  second  purpose  of  the  weigh  station 
was  to  provide  the  permitting  and  licensing  the  department  is  obligated  to  do  for  the  Missoula 
trucking  commimity.  We  started  this  project  tliree-four  years  ago  by  proposing  a  weigh  station 
somewhere  between  Ravalli  and  the  "Y".  Initially  we  had  a  site  by  the  Frenchtown  frontage 
road.  We  received  considerable  opposition  from  the  local  landowners,  so  we  expanded  the  site 
into  six  sites  that  we  looked  at  and  prepared  an  Environmental  Assessment  on.  The  department 
has  ruled  out  two  of  those  sites  as  "undoable"  from  our  standpoint  and  we  carried  four  sites 
for^vard  in  the  Environmental  Assessment.  Copies  of  the  Assessment  are  available  tonight. 

I  am  here  tonight  to  tell  you  that  the  deparanent  has  decided  to  identify  the  "no  build"  as  the 
preferred  alternative.  Not  building  a  weight  station  is  our  preferred  alternative.  We  are 
recommending  to  our  state  Transportation  Commission,  who  will  ultimately  make  the  decision, 
not  to  build  the  permanent  weigh  site.  We  are  going  ahead  with  this  hearing  tonight  and  we  will 
still  take  comments.  After  this  hearing,we  will  transmit  our  recommendation  together  with 
tonight's  comments  to  the  Commission  for  their  decision.  Tuq  fact  that  we  are  recommending  not 
to  build  a  weigh  station  does  not  negate  the  need  to  provide  enforcement,  licensing,  and 
permitting  on  Highway  93.  We  will  continue  to  provide  the  licensing  and  permitting  out  of  our 
office  on  West  Broadway.  As  far  as  enforcement,  we  are  considering  a  plan  to  develop  a  number 
of  little  portable  sites  on  all  the  highways  in  and  around  Missoula  to  provide  enforcement.  We 
do  not  have  a  specific  plan  but  we  know  we  still  need  to  control  trucks  for  the  safety  and 
protection  of  our  highways. 

Now  we  will  have  our  Consultant,  Bob  Beckman,  explain  the  four  remaining  sites,  but 
remember  the  fifth  site  is  what  we  call  the  "'no  build"  and  that  is  the  one  we  will  recommend  to 
the  Highway  Commission. 

Bob  Beckman  explained  the  four  remaining  sites. 
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O'Keefe  Site:  This  is  our  first  site  and  is  the  closest  one  to  town.  From  an  environmental  and 
engineering  standpoint  this  site  was  a  very  good  alternative.  The  safety  of  the  O'Keefe  site  was 
also  a  plus. 

OtopouloJc  Site:  This  site  was  one  of  highest  cost  alternatives  but  it  was  fair  to  good  from  an 
engineering  and  environmental  standpoint. 

South  of  Evaro:  We  had  some  significant  concerns  with  this  site.  There  was  a  wetlands  issue, 
and  it  was  a  culturally  sensitive  site.  In  our  evaluation  it  was  as  problem  site. 

Ravalli:  We  had  some  real  problems  with  this  site,  not  only  due  to  the  fact  that  it  was  completely 
out  of  Missoula  but  we  also  had  problems  implementing  our  weigh-in-motion  structures  at  this 
site.  So  it  was  completely  ehminated  from  our  analysis. 

QUESTIONS: 

Q:         Did  you  evaluate  the  site  distance  at  Evaro? 

A:         (Bob  Beckman)  We  did  evaluate  the  site  distance  at  Evaro  and  it  met  the  site  distance 
requirement.  It  was  considered  but  posed  a  bit  of  a  problem. 

.  Q:         On  safety,  I  would  like  to  hear  what  your  qualifications  are?  For  example,  at  the 

Otopoulok  Site  it  is  very  dangerous  to  cross  with  heavy  tankers  to  get  to  the  scales? 
A:         (Bob  Beckman)  We  were  not  able  to  evaluate  the  crossing  maneuvers,  we  were  only  able 
to  evaluate  the  site  distance  upstream  and  downstream  of  the  weight  station. 

Q:        Do  you  have  a  safety  engineer  working  on  this? 
A:         (Bob  Beckman)  No,  we  don't. 

Q:         I  would  think  a  safer/  engineering  was  absolutely  essential. 
A:         (Bob  Beckman)  We  consider  safety  "in  all  our  evaluations. 

Q:         Could  you  describe  some  of  the  safety  issues  you  look  at? 

A:         (Bob  Beckman)  Being  able  to  see  completely  upstream  and  downstream,  making  sure 

there  are  no  blind  spots  as  you  enter  and  exit,  clear  line  of  vision,  approach  grades,  things 

of  that  nature. 

Q:         On  the  Otopoulok  Site,  you  are  just  coming  down  Evaro  Hill  and  you  are  saying  that  is 

good  safety? 
A:         (Bob  Beckman)  Well  it  does  meet  our  safe  distance  criteria  based  upon  the  National 

Standards. 
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Q:         Why  does  it  have  to  be  on  the  west  side  of  the  road? 

A:         (Jim  Weaver)  It  was  on  the  west  side  of  the  road  because  we  were  primarily  targeting 

south  bound  traffic  and  we  didn't  want  that  crossing.  We  intended  to  be  able  to  weigh 

north  bound  traffic,  but  that  was  not  the  traffic  we  were  targeting. 

Q:         Wlio  makes  the  ultimate  decision  about  this  project  and  when? 

A:         (Jim  Weaver)  The  Transportation  Commission  will  make  the  decision  at  their  monthly 

meeting,  I  would  guess  within  two-three  months.  That  meeting  will  be  announced  in  the 

paper. 

Q:         The  state  Transportation  Commission  can  make  tlie  decision  and  can  put  this  where  they 
want  regardless  of  what  we  say  and  everyone  has  to  understand  that.  It  has  to  be  very 
clear  that  we  are  strongly  protesting.  Now,  the  "no  build"  ahemative  -  your 
environmental  assessment  contains  one  paragraph  that  states  that  the  "no  build"  is  the 
worst  thing  that  can  happen.    So,  when  you  say  to  me  that  you  are  now  recommending 
the  "no  build"  and  there  is  only  one  paragraph  out  of  this  huge  book  - 1  need  more  than 
that. 

A:         (Jim  Weaver)  That  book  was  written  before  we  made  this  decision. 

A;         (Dave  Dreher)  When  we  devote  only  one  paragraph  to  the  "no  build"  we  are  looking  at 
the  alternative  as  it  meets  the  "purpose  and  need"  of 'that  project.  Essentially  the  "no 
build"  doesn't  weigh  those  trucks.  This  is  a  pretty  good  example  of  how  the  process 
works  because  public  involvement  has  indicated  that  the  "no  build"  is  probably  the 
preferred  alternative. 

Q:         Is  this  strong  enough  now  to  have  a  decision  in  two-three  months?  We  thought  we  would 
have  a  decision  in  October  that  the  project  wasn't  going  to  go  and  then  all  of  sudden  we 
are  back  here  for  the  fourth  time. 

A:         (Jim  Weaver)  I  can't  answer  that,  only  the  Commission  can  answer  that.  I  think:  it  is  clear 
they  will  support  our  decision  but  I  can't  tell  you  what  it  will  be.  We  can  tell  you  what 
our  recommendation  will  be  and  our  feeling  is  the  Commission  will  support  that. 

Q:         In  the  Environmental  Assessment  any  evaluation  of  the  weather  is  missing.  Some  of 
those  sites  involve  deep  fog  situations  and  that  is  not  even  mentioned  in  the 
Environmental  Assessment.  I  would  think  is  the  ability  to  see  the  traffic  is  one  of  the 
primary  safety  factors  for  anybody. 

A:         (Dave  Dreher)  Thank  you  for  your  comment. 

Q:         Did  you  take  any  studies  on  speed  -  the  rate  of  speed  people  are  traveling  when  they  come 

off  that  Hill? 
A:         (Bob  Beckman)  I  don't  think  so. 


MCS  Weigh  Station  Public  Hearing Pngc  4 

Q:         How  can  you  consider  this  a  complete  study  when  you  haven't  studied  speed?  You  will 
have  people  going  northbound  at  a  very  slow  rate  of  speed.  Tlnat  is  a  dangerous  road  and 
we  have  a  lot  of  fatalities  on  that  road.  How  can  you  not  take  that  into  account?  Not  to 
niention  the  fact  that  they  would  be  turning  off  the  northbound  lane  into  the  weigh  station 
and  other  trucks  coming  off  the  hill,  Jake  braking.  I  can't  believe  that  speed  was  not 
considered  a  factor  here.  If  speed  was  not  taken  into  account,  then  I  can't  consider  this  a 
complete  study. 

A:         (Dave  Dreher)  Again  the  studies  are  based  on  safety  criteria  that  were  given. 

A:         (Bob  Beckman)  Speed  was  considered  indirectly.  Weigh-in-motion  technology  is  all 
driven  by  the  speed  of  tlie  trucks.  They  assume  generally  65  mph  speeds  for  trucks  in 
setting  those  parameters  up. 

Q:         And  the  stopping  distance,  was  that  considered? 
A:         (Bob  Beckman)  Yes. 

Q:         Coming  off  that  hill  at  65  mph  can  you  pull  into  that  weigh  station  without  causing  major 

traffic  hazards? 
A:         (Bob  Beckman)  The  weigh-in-motion  hardware  is  located  1500-3000  feet  upstream  of  the 

weigh  station.  So  they  are  actually  weighing  upstream  of  the  weigh  station.  Each  of  the 

sites  did  consider  speed  and  it  is  in  Appendix  B. 

Q:         You  never  answered  the  gentlemen's  questions  about  the  fog?  Was  fog  considered  in  the 

evaluation? 
A:         (Bob  Beckman)  Fog  would  not  have  been  a  factor  in  tlie  evaluation. 

Q:         How  about  road  conditions? 

A;         (Bob  Beckman)  Road  conditions  would  be  a  factor. 

Q:         That  is  for  trucks,  how  about  other  vehicles  that  have  to  respond  to  the  trucks?  .Are  they 
going  to  have  time  to  respond  to  truck  maneuvers  if  the  road  conditions  are  bad? 

A;  (Bob  Beckman)  Pneir  maneuvers  will  be  separated  by  right-turn  lanes  and  left-mm  lanes 
in  and  out  of  the  site.  Hopefully  they  will  be  out  of  the  traffic  stream.  That  would  be  the 
intent. 

Q:         Has  the  Commission  ^ver/  gone  contrary  to  district  recommendations  on  such  an  issue 

and  if  so  why  did  they? 
A:         (Jim  Weaver)  I  don't  know  the  answer  to  that. 
A:         (Dave  Dreher)  I  don't  have  a  defmitive  answer  to  that  either. 

Q:         S'ne  reviewed  the  history  of  the  weigh  station  and  asked  if  she  was  correct. 

.-^:         (Jim  Weaver)  Yes,  that  is  correct.  In  1994  we  closed  the  weigh  station  south  of  Lolo,  that 

created  additional  need  and  got  us  looking  closer  to  Missoula.  Tnat  is  when  we  staned 

looking  at  the  other  sites. 
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Q:         What  happened  to  RavalH?  Why  were  you  looking  at  Ravalli  in  1984?  That  is  thirteen 

years  ago  or  longer  -  what  happened  in  those  13  years? 
A:         (Jim  Weaver)  The  reason  was  that  in  1994  we  closed  the  scale  at  Lolo  which  got  us 

thinking  that  we  needed  a  scale  closer  to  Missoula.  That  is  when  we  started  looking  at 

the  other  sites. 

Q:         You  aren't  answering  my  question. 

A:         (Jim  Weaver)  Then  I  don't  understand  what  you  are  asking. 


Q 

A 
A 


(Dave  Dreher)  Are  you  asking  -  what  the  need  was  for  a  scale  in  1984  at  Ravalli? 

Yes. 

(Dave  Dreher)  To  weigh  trucks  coming  south.  Then  in  1994  when  the  scale  closed  in 

Lolo  it  was  determined  that  Ravalli  might  not  be  the  place  to  put  the  scale  and  maybe  we 

needed  to  bring  it  closer  to  Missoula  to  pick  up  some  of  the  business  from  Lolo. 


Com:    Those  are  two  different  corridors  as  well.  The  one  between  Missoula  and  Poison  is  in 
fact  a  much  more  heavily  traveled  trucking  corridor  than  the  one  south  of  Missoula. 
That  may  lend  more  credence  to  why  they  were  looking  at  more  alternatives. 

Q:         Regarding  your  safety  issue,  I  would  like  to  know  if  you  considered  on  the  O'Keefe  site 
e.g.,  there  are  approximately  60  homes  across  from  the  O'Keefe  site  and  a  proposed 
subdivision  of  another  36  homes.  The  school  busses  have  already  been  rerouted  to  the 
frontage  road  for  the  childrens  safet3/  because  traffic  is  so  bad  at  the  truck  stop.  Now  you 
want  to  put  a  weigh  scale  right  there  at  the  busiest  crossings  betvveen  the  "Y"  and  Ravalli. 
Was  that  considered? 

A;         (Bob  Beckman)  Yes,  there  was  some  debate  about  using  the  Frenchtowni  frontage  road  or 
moving  it  up  far  enough  to  not  encroach  upon  that.  We  did  a  signal  evaluation  at  that 
intersection  as  it  exists  and  it  did  not  warrant  a  traffic  signal.  Our  expectation  was  that 
even  with  the  trucks  it  still  wouldn't. 

Q;  Right  down  the  road  you  have  the  Jelly  stone  Parkridge  and  two  RV  parks  in  that  same 
area.  Jelly  sione  has  the  possibiiiry  of  doubling  their  size  and  that  makes  a  potential  of 
400-500  residents  coming  out  in  a  small  area  right  there. 

A:         We  didn't  make  any  other  predictions  that  we  are  aware  of  so  if  there  is  additional  build 
up  out  there,  it  would  have  been  factored  into  our  evaluation. 

Com:    (Dave  Dreher)  The  Environmental  Assessment  is  essentially  completed  and  the  preferred 
alternative  is  the  "no  build"'.  Tnat  is  what  will  go  to  the  Commission  with  the  document 
the  way  it  is. 

Q:         I  drove  over  the  last  25  years  and  25%  of  my  hauling  was  on  U.S.  Highway  93.  I  feel 
that  safety  is  our  number  one  concern  and  hope  that  this  has  a  lot  to  do  with  your 
decision.  We  are  concerned  you  are  not  going  to  create  more  accident  sites  especially  on 
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Evaro  Hill  where  the  weather  conditions  are  variable.  We  know  you  have  to  weigh  us, 
but  please  do  not  create  more  accident  sites  to  do  it. 

Q:         Will  the  Environmental  Assessment  be  revised  to  reflect  our  public  comments? 

A:         If  the  Commission  elects  to  go  with  the  "no  build"  alternative,  I  don't  suspect  we  are 

going  to  put  any  more  money  in  that  document.  So  "no,  I  don't  thinJc  it  will."  The 

decision  will  be  reflected  in  an  official  decision  document.  If  they  decide  to  go  forward, 

obviously,  the  document  needs  to  be  revised. 
Com:    (Dave  Dreher)  However,  comments  from  this  meeting  will  go  with  the  document  to  the 

Commission.  So  if  you  have  comnients,  please  speak  them  clearly  into  \he  microphone 

so  I  can  get  them  transcribed  accurately. 

Q:         You  said  we  would  be  notified  when  this  went  to  the  Commission.  I  would  hope  all  the 
names  and  addresses  on  tlie  list  are  notified  well  in  advance  of  the  meeting.  Tonight  I 
would  like  to  be  given  the  names  and  phone  numbers  of  the  people  who  will  be  making 
the  decision.  It  is  not  right  that  every  six  months  we  go  thiiough  lliis.  There  is  a  process 
that  will  happen  in  Helena  and  we  should  know  about  it  tonight. 

A:         (Dave  Dreher)  I  have  no  problem  with  that.  I  can  certainly  see  that  you  get  notified 

specifically  by  letter.  I  will  take  the  sign-in  sheet  with  your  name  and  address,  so  please 
make  sure  I  can  read  it.  I  will  also  give  you  a  contact  for  the  Montana  Transponation 
Commission. 

Q:         You  keep  referring  to  when  the  decision  is  going  to  be  made  in  Helena,  so  if  they  make 
the  decision  not  to  build,  how  long  does  that  decision  last?  "When  can  you  then  decide  to 
open  the  weigh  station  again  and  we  go  through  this  again?  How  long  does  that  decision 
last?  Is  there  any  validity  to  that  decision? 

A:         (Jim  Weaver)  I  can't  answer  that.  I  think  it  is  a  number  of  years  before  we  entertain  it 


Q:         There  were  people  who  trusted  in  you  and  made  economic  decisions  based  on  that.  They 
sold  their  homes  and  built  new  homes,  they  bought  out  there  and  economically  are  in  a 
bind  because  they  trusted  the  last  decision.  These  people  are  economically  held  hostage  - 
they  can't  even  sell  their  houses  until  this  whole  issue  is  over.  How  valid  are  these 
decisions? 

A:         (Dave  Dreher)  We  can't  answer  for  the  Commission.  We  as  a  staff  take  a 

recommendation  to  the  Commission  and  they  make  the  decision.  Again,  based  on  the 
public  input  I  can't  imagine  that  they  would  recommend  building,  but  we  can't  tell  you 
what  the  Commission  will  do. 

Q:         Does  the  DOT  collect  revenue  from  weigh  stations? 

.A;         (Dave  Gait)  Yes,  we  do  track  revenue  from  weigh  scales. 
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Q:         Do  ihey  generally  show  a  profit  or  loss? 

A:         (Dave  Gait)  Profit.  Some  show  loss,  but  the  average  shows  a  profit. 

Q:         Is  profit  a  motivation  in  building  this  weight  station? 

A:         (Dave  Gait)  Profit  is  the  third  consideration  I  use  when  asking  for  a  weigh  station  to  be 
built. 

Q:         In  the  consideration  of  the  weigh-in-motion  technology  -  why  can't  you  have  it  further 
down  from  the  weigh  station? 

A:         Weigh-in-motion  technology  is  not  accurate  enough  to  do  enforcement  work.  It  is 

accurate  enough  to  screen  only.  Weigh-in-motion  teclinology  can  do  a  lot  of  things  but 
you  have  to  look  at  the  site  and  where  you  can  put  the  equipment.  The  further  away  you 
place  the  equipment,  the  more  expensive  it  gets.  That  is  what  ruled  out  several  of  the 
sites  on  this  project  especially  at  ihe  bottom  of  Evaro  Hill.  We  are  looking  at  what  we 
have  in  place  and  at  alternatives  to  use  that  technology. 

Q:         I  talked  to  a  number  of  real  estate  people  and  they  say  that  it  will  devaluate  our  property 
as  much  as  50%  if  that  weigh  scale  goes  in  at  the  O'Keefe  site.  Have  you  people 
considered  that  or  does  anybody  care? 

A;         (Jim  Weaver)  Yes  we  considered  it,  yes  we  do  care.  Our  attempt  to  mitigate  that  was  by 
trying  to  make  the  scale  appear  nice,  landscaping,  that  sort  of  thing. 

Q:         It  seems  that  everybody  is  against  the  truckers  for  some  reason.  Why  not  give  the  truckers 
a  break  and,  instead  of  spending  all  this  money  for  a  weigh  station,  put  it  in  the  highways 
and  get  the  highways  fixed  up  so  the  truckers  can  make  a  living  like  the  rest  of  us? 

A:         That  is  one  of  the  considerations  we  look  at  when  considering  whether  or  not  to  regulate 
the  trucking  industry  in  weight.  Overweight  trucks,  environmental  factors,  and 
deterioration  of  the  pavement  is  the  biggest  cost  Montana  has.  If  we  didn't  regulate 
weight  to  any  existent,  we  couldij't  keep  up  with  'Jie  roads  as  well  as  we  do  now.  You 
can  look  at  the  condition  of  the  highways  across  the  state  and  see  that  it  is  important  to 
regulate  weight  on  trucks  and  it  is  economically  effective. 

Q:         Do  you  see  a  weight  problem  on  U.S.  93  now? 

A;         A.t  Lolo,  when  you  have  an  open  weigh  station,  about  1%  of  the  traffic  is  overweight. 

When  the  weigh  station  at  Lolo  was  closed  (off  shift),  that  overweight  percentage  is  about 
9%.  Before  we  closed  Lolo  permanently  we  sat  up  weigh-in-motion  devices  and 
calibrated  those  devices  to  check  the  traffic  and  found  that  within  one  year  after  closing, 
the  over^veight  percentage  increased  from  9%  to  29°'o  and  the  average  overweight  went 
up  to  10,000  pounds.  Now  thai  has  a  safety  factor  and  an  economic  factor.  Both  of  those 
things  are  imponant. 

Q:         I  drove  the  Lolo  road  when  that  weigh  station  was  open  and  90°/o  of  the  time  there  were 
tracks  offloading  overweight  material  which  was  an  eye  sore.  How  are  you  going  to 


I 
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mitigate  that  problem  with  a  new  site  and  are  you  prepared  to  reimburse  us  for  the  loss  of 

our  property  value? 
A:         About  four  years  ago  the  legislature  passed  a  law  to  allow  us,  after  we  fine  a  person  who 

is  overweight,  to  specify  a  place  to  off-load.  We  did  that  for  a  variety  of  reasons 

including  the  one  you  just  mentioned.  We  do  that  up  to  10,000  pounds.  When  they  are 

over  10,000  pounds  overweight,  we  park  them  in  the  spot  and  make  them  get  corrected 

before  they  get  back  on  the  highway. 
A:         (Jim  Weaver)  No,  the  department  does  not  compensate  you  for  your  property  loss. 

Neither  law  nor  policy  allows  us  to  do  that. 

Q:         Has  the  total  project  cost  for  each  site  been  projected? 

A:         (Bob  Beckman)  Total  project  cost  has  not  been  projected,  but  project  cost  for  the  weigh- 
in-  motion  has  been  projected. 

Q:         How  about  total  project  cost  for  the  Commission  -  don't  they  require  it  to  be  totaled? 

A:         (Jim  Weaver)  Yes,  part  of  the  reason  tonight  that  we  are  recommending  the  "no  build" 
alternative  is  that  project  costs  have  escalated  significantly.  TriQ  electronics,  the  weigh- 
in-motion,  the  vehicle  identification  alone  we  are  estimating  at  S 1  million.  The 
construction  is  likely  to  cost  another  S/4  -  1  million  dollars,  bringing  our  total  cost  close 
to  S2  million.    That  weighed  very  heavily  in  our  decision  to  not  build  a  weigh  station 
here. 

Q:         If  there  is  a  private  scale  at  Lolo,  wouldn't  it  be  cheaper  to  buy  them  and  put  all  the  trucks 

in  one  spot? 
A:         (Jim  Weaver)  One  of  the  alternatives  considered  was  a  scale  site  at  Muraults  and  it  was 

rejected  because  of  the  congestion.  We  didn't  think  it  would  work. 
A;         (Bob  Beckman)  There  is  also  a  significant  site  problem  at  the  top  of  the  hill  there. 

Q:         It  can't  be  any  worse  that  the  top  of  Evaro  Hill,  when  it  snows  there  you  can't  see 

anything.  Was  that  considered? 
A;         It  was,  as  was  the  congestion  in  the  area. 

Q:         I  have  a  piece  of  property  that  I  would  like  to  offer  to  you  for  a  site  for  the  weigh  station. 

Who  would  I  be  dealing  with  at  the  State  of  Montana  to  establish  a  price  and  value  for  my 

property?  Who  does  that? 
A:         (Jim  Weaver)  We  have  right-of-way  staff  that  handles  that.  People  on  my  staff  will  do 

the  appraisals  and  then  do  the  negotiating. 

Q:         Assuming  the  "no  build"  alternative  does  get  accepted  by  the  Highway  Commission  and 
we  can  finally  put  this  thing  to  rest,  does  the  Commission  have  a  regularly  scheduled 
meeting  and  is  there  any  way  to  expedite  a  decision  rather  than  this  being  held  in  limbo 
for  another  three  months? 
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A:         (Jim  Weaver)  We  are  going  to  try  and  expedite  this  a  quickly  as  possible.  They  have  set 
meeting  agendas  and  meeting  times.  The  law  requires  that  their  agendas  be  set  and 
published  ahead  of  time  and  that  typically  means  that  we  can't  get  this  on  their  next 
agenda  for  a  least  a  month,  then  the  meeting  would  be  a  month  after  that.  We  will  get  it 
on  the  next  available  meeting  just  as  quick  as  we  can. 

Com:    (Dave  Dreher)  They  have  a  meeting  coming  up  this  month,  so  it  will  be  a  least  a  month 
out  before  we  can  get  this  on  the  agenda. 

Q:         When  are  you  going  to  give  them  the  "no  build"  recommendation? 

A:         It  will  simply  be  a  recommendation.  We  will  present  the  Environmental  Assessment, 

the  public  testimony  we  get  tonight  or  a  summary  of  it,  along  with  our  recommendation. 

Q:  You  said  earlier  that  you  are  looking  at  a  mobile  system  of  scales  for  the  future? 

A:         (Jim  Weaver)  We  are  looking  at  a  system  of  jump  scales  on  all  the  highways  -  Highway 
93  south.  Highway  93  north,  1-90,  and  Highway  200  east. 

Q:         Will  you  have  to  include  that  plan  in  the  recommendation? 

AL       (Jim  Weaver)  I  don't  think  so.  It  will  simply  be  a  recommendation  not  to  proceed  in 

accordance  with  the  EA.  Tnis  plan  is  not  specific  and  is  not  detailed.  It  is  something  we 
have  just  started  to  consider  recognizing  that  we  are  not  going  to  build  the  scale.  We  will 
tell  them  that  we  are  looking  afanother  system  for  dealing  with  the  enforcement  problem. 

Q:         I  guess  I  don't  understand  why  you  wouldn't  spend  a  lot  of  time  developing  that  strategy 
assuming  that  there  was  a  possibility  of  a  "no  build?"  Then  you  would  have  a  plan 
already  in  place  to  present  to  the  Commission? 

A:         (Jim  Weaver)  We  will  do  that  but  what  I  hearing  tonight  is  that  folks  want  a  decision. 

This  is  going  to  take  us  a  number  of  months,  perhaps  a  year  to  iron  out  problems,  identify 
sites,  etc.  I  don't  think  you  folks  want  to  wait  another  year  for  us  to  do  a  detailed  analysis 
of  this  new  proposal.  Our  recommendation  to  the  Commission  will  state  that  because  of 
the  tremendous  increase  of  costs  and  because  of  public  opposition,  we  are  recommending 
not  to  proceed  with  the  weigh  station. 

Q:         I  don't  imderstand  how  they  can  go  on  just  a  paragraph  in  the  EA  with  no  other  data.  I 

wouldn't  like  that  if  I  were  on  the  Commission. 
A;         (Bob  Beckman)  That  is  a  requirement  of  the  Environmental  .Assessm.ent  process.  Every 

Environmental  Assessment  has  a  "no  build"  option. 

Q:         And  the  Commission  will  be  happy  with  that  and  they  won't  want  any  further 

infonnation? 
A:         (Dave  Dreher)  It  is  ytrj  common.  I  will  send  everyone  on  the  list  a  letter  and  include 

a  copy  of  the  agenda  of  the  Commission  meeting  if  that  agenda  is  out  early  enough. 
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Q:         Will  the  comments  from  tonight  also  go  to  the  Commission  for  their  consideration. 
A:         (Dave  Dreher)  Absolutely,  all  the  comments  from  tonight  will  go  to  the  Commission. 

Q:         Under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act,  can  we  sign  a  petition  requesting  that  a  study  of 
weigh  station  constructed  in  Montana  be  provided  before  you  begin  any  construction? 
I.e.,  how  many  stations  have  been  constructed  in  Montana,  how  long  have  they  been  in 
operation,  how  many  hours  per  day  are  they  open,  how  many  have  been  abandoned 
because  they  operate  on  federal  money  and  there  is  no  state  money  to  operate  them,  how 
many  federal  dollars  have  gone  into  these  stations,  and  how  much  state  money  and 
taxpayer  money  is  being  spent  on  these  weigh  stations?  I  would  like  answers  to  these 
questions  before  an  assessment  is  done. 

A:         (Dave  Dreher)  I'm  not  an  expert  on  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act  and  I  don't  know 
that  a  request  can  generate  a  specific  study.  I  know  that  under  the  Freedom  of 
Information  Act  you  can  get  any  developed  information  but  I  don't  know  if  it  caji 
generate  a  study  that  has  not  already  been  done. 

A:         I  can  get  that  information  to  you  but  it  will  take  a  considerable  amount  of  work  to  get  it. 
There  is  a  bill  going  through  the  Legislature  now  that  is  called  a  "Study  Commission'. 
And  that  bill  is  looking  at  every  expenditure  that  the  highway  funds,  every  bit  of  money 
that  comes  out  of  the  state  highway  fund  that  comes  from  taxpayers.  Tnat  study  will 
examine  every  expenditure  that  comes  out  of  that  fund,  weigh  stations  being  one  of  those. 
Tne  operation,  maintenance,  and  the  construction  of  them  has  to  compete  with  the 
construction  of  sites,  highways,  and  safety  improvem.ents,  etc.  A  legislative  comminee 
that  will  look  at  the  whole  highway  program  over  the  next  two  years  -  how  the  fund  is 
received  and  spent.  I  think  that  will  answer  all  your  questions.  That  is  all  pubUc 
information. 

Q:         Since  you  are  saying  the  "no  build"  alternative  is  a  new  decision,  what  was  the  preferred 
alternative  before  that?  If  the  Commission  wants  to  know  what  your  original  decision 
was,  what  will  you  tell  them? 

A:         (.Tim  Weaver)  We  didn't  have  one.  -' 

Q:      '  On  the  point  system  what  became  of  O'Keefe's?  O'Keefe's  was  highest  on  the  point 
system. 

A:         (Jim  Weaver)    But  that  was  not  identified  as  the  preferred  alternative. 

A:         (Bob  Beckman)  In  the  weigh-in-motion  system,  Evaro  was  the  preferred  alternative. 
Evaro  had  some  other  problems,  however,  one  was  sight  distance,  another  was 
environmental  and  potential  cultural  concerns.  Even  tliough  Evaro  was  our  preferred  site 
for  weigh-in-motion  technology,  these  other  factors  contr:buted  to  its  being  rated  lower. 

Q:         Tnen  which  ones  were  rated  highest? 

A;         (Bob  Beckman)  The  O'Keefe  site  and  the  Otopoulok  site.  Tnat  doesn't  mean  they  were 
the  preferred  alternative,  but  based  on  the  criteria  we  considered  ihey  were  rated  higher. 
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Q:         What  was  your  estimate  for  the  upkeep  on  the  highway  at  the  bottom  of  Evaro  Hill  with 
the  trucks  coming  off  that  hill  Jake  braking?  Do  you  have  an  estimate  of  the  wear  and 
tear  on  that  highway? 

A:         (Jim  Weaver)  No,  we  didn't  try  to  identify  that. 

Q:         In  the  middle  of  your  document  you  state  that  the  O'Keefe  property  was  previously 
rejected  and  was  included  for  comparison  purposes  only.  Is  that  there  any  reason  for 
that? 

A:         (Jim  Weaver)  Yes  there  is.  At  a  previous  public  meeting  we  heard  a  lot  of  opposition. 
There  were  a  lot  of  folks  that  traveled  to  the  Transportation  Commission  meeting  and 
after  that  Commission  meeting,  the  Commission  recommended  that  we  not  consider  it 
further  and  that  is  the  purpose  for  that  note.  The  land  owner  later  requested  that  we 
reconsider  that  determination  and  by  federal  law  we  are  required  to  consider  all 
alternatives.  That  is  why  it  was  included  in  the  document. 

Q:         When  nearly  100%  of  the  people  in  that  area  are  against  the  site,  shouldn't  that  be 

considered  too?  One  landowner  comes  to  you  and  asks  for  it  to  be  reconsidered,  how 

about  the  other  people  who  don't  want  it  reconsidered? 
A:         (Dave  Dreher)  As  Jim  said,  the  federal  statutes  require  us  to  look  at  all  alternatives.  We 

looked  at  all  alternatives  and  based  on  the  public  input,  the  cost,  etc.,  we  decided  the  "no 

build"  alternative  is  the  best.  The  system  appears  to  work. 

Q:         A  couple  of  times  Mr.  Beckman  has  referred  to  cultural  resources  at  the  Evaro  site,  but  in 
the  EA  it  indicates  that  the  survey  did  not  reveal  any  cultural  resources,  could  you 
elaborate  on  that? 

A:         (Bob  Beckman)  They  were  identified  through  native  oral  fisheries.  That  is  as  much  as  I 
can  relay  to  you. 

Q:         Is  the  Evaro  Communiry  Center,considered  a  cultural  historic  site  for  the  purposes  of  this 

weigh  station? 
A:         (Bob  Beckman)  I  don't  believe  so,  but  I  did  not  conduct  that  cultural  resource  sur/ey.  I 

could  tlnd  out  if  you  would  like? 

Q:         If  a  structure  can  qualify  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  would  that  qualify  it 

for  cultural  resource  consideration  in  your  EA? 
A:         (Bob  Beckman)  Basically  we  were  given  SHPO  clearance  which  stated  that  there  where 

no  'nistoric  sites  that  we  evaluated. 
A;         (Jim  Weaver)  Yes,  if  it  was  on  the  Register  then  it  would  be  considered  a  cultural  site. 

Q:         How  did  you  come  up  with  your  site  matrix? 

A;         (Bob  Beckman)  Site  matrix  was  based  upon  a  conglomeration  of  everybody  putting  their 

heads  together  and  trying  to  make  a  "best  guess"  at  it  -  the  deparanent.  the  consultants, 

the  motor  carrier  ser/ices,  etc. 
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Q:         When  the  Commission  meets  to  make  a  decision  on  this,  will  the  public  be  made  aware  of 

it?  And  could  they  postpone  the  decision? 
A:         (Dave  Dreher)  Absolutely  and  I  will  make  that  available  to  you.  Circumstances  could 

arise  whereby  they  could  table  the  matter,  however,  they  usually  vote  on  all  matters 

brought  before  them. 


PUBLIC  COMMENTS 

Fritz  Klinkheimer:  Spring  Meadows  Homeowners  Association.  9005  Painpresh  Lane, 
Missoula,  MT  59802.  We  have  approximately  59  homes  out  there  right  now  with  the  possibility 
of  more.  We  also  have  a  fire  station  right  there.  I  think  we  are  going  to  create  a  traffic  hazard  if 
we  build  at  O'Keefes.  There  will  be  36  more  homes  built,  you  have  a  trailer  court  right  behind 
us,  you  have  Jeilystone  Trailer  Park  which  will  have  about  200  units,  you  have  Elkpo  Trailer 
Court  that  will  create  more  traffic.  Also  the  wind  blows  every  day  from  the  west,  what  about  all 
those  fumes  we  will  get  from  the  diesei  trucks?    Our  whole  association  votes  against  building 
the  site  at  O'Keefes.  We  don't  want  it  there. 

Judy  Gaulofln:  10280  Jarsgang  Road,  Missoula,  MT  59802.  There  are  ten  school  buses  that  go 
through  that  intersection  every  day  -  handicapped  buses.  Kindergarten  buses,  one  bus  goes 
directly  to  Spring  Meadow  so  it  passes  through  the  intersection  twice.  Then  add  to  that  list 
spons  activities.  I  have  a  list  of  the  track  meets  -  some  have  as  many  as  40  different  schools 
attending  them.  Most  of  the  track  meets  are  in  Frenchtown  because  we  have  the  best  track.  They 
will  cross  through  that  intersection.  If  you  can  remember  13  years  ago  Whitefish  lost  most  of 
their  wrestling  team  due  to  an  accident  because  the  bus  hit  a  tanker.  All  of  you  sitting  here 
would  feel  reaJ  bad  if  that  happened  again.  Not  to  mention  the  buses  that  are  stopping  just  to 
pick  up.  These  are  the  ones  that  just  go  through  the  intersection,  but  they  also  run  all  the  way  up 
Evaro  Hill  and  ail  the  way  back  down,  which  affects  ail  three  of  these  sites.  So  I  vote  absolutely 
against  all  three  sites. 


*»'• 


Scott  Waldren:  Chief  of  the  Frenchtown  Fire  District.  All  of  the  issues  taken  separately 
certainly  probably  don't  create  a  hazard.  Truckers  are  professionals  and  probably  for  the  most 
part  do  not  create  a  hazard,  but  it  is  the  interaction  between  the  weather,  the  private  vehicles,  and 
the  slow  truck  traffic  that  would  be  created  in  large  volume  at  that  site  that  concerns  me.  Tne 
Frenchtown  Fire  District  has  a  major  concern  about  safery  issues  and  so  we  are  opposed  to  it 
based  on  that. 

Sue  Montgomery:  12951  Highway  93  Nonh.  On  public  record  I  want  to  restate  that  under  the 
Freedom  of  Information  .Act  we  would  all  like  to  be  provided  with  the  answers  to  the  questions  I 
have  written  down.  .Another  concern  of  mine  is  that  the  process  itself  has  been  flawed.  In  your 
lener  you  stated  that  copies  of  the  EA  would  be  available  to  be  picked  up  at  the  district  office. 
Whenever  we  called  they  said  "I'm  sorry  but  we  were  only  given  a'oout  eight  copies  and  we  don't 
have  enough  to  go  around.  You  can  go  to  the  library."    However,  that  wasn't  stated  in  the  leuer. 


MCS  Weigh  Station  Public  Hearing Page  13 

We  were  only  given  10  days  notice  for  this  meeting.    How  many  copies  of  the  EA  are  even 
available  in  this  room  tonight?  There  were  very  few  available.  So  I  think  the  process  itself  has 

been  flawed.  Also  the  Salish  Kootenai  Environmental  Impact  Statement  included  in  the  EA  was 
not  provided  to  the  public  because  it  was  too  big. 

Tlie  other  thing  I  want  on  public  record  is  that  when  they  called  me  they  said  "how  much  do  you 
want  for  your  land?"  I  told  them  that  I  am  environmentally  allergic  to  diesel.  I  can  prove  it,  I 
was  given  a  blood  test.  This  would  require  me  to  give  up  my  home.  I  have  three  businesses 
there,  I  am  a  single  mother,  and  I'm  a  taxpayer.  You're  taking  my  pasture  land  - 1  own  Mountain 
Trail  Riding.  You  would  be  taking  all  of  my  pasture  for  your  weigh  station,  not  to  mention  my 
home,  my  three  businesses,  the  safety  of  the  people  and  the  welfare  of  the  people  coming  off  the 
hill.  But  what  about  the  eagles  in  my  one-acre  pond.  The  riparian  area  where  you  are  cutting 
down  the  trees  provides  a  home  and  shade  for  native  cutthroat  trout.  That  is  a  very  important 
reason  to  have  the  weeds  to  keep  the  trout  cool  -  you  would  be  taking  that.  Not  to  mention  the 
diesel  leakage  into  our  ponds,  streams,  and  all  of  our  water.  I  don't  think  any  of  these  things 
were  considered.  We  haven't  even  talked  about  the  fact  that  this  is  a  migration  corridor  and  that 
the  birds  come  from  all  over. 

We  are  talking  about  removing  a  lot  of  people's  homes  here.  It  seems  unimportant  to  you.  I 
haven't  asked  you  how  much  you  want  for  your  livelihood  or  your  retirement.  I've  set  up  a 
home  there,  a  duplex  for  my  retirement.  I  have  never  asked  anybody  how  much  you  would  sell 
your  livelihood,  your  jobs,  your  home,  your  land  and  your  retirement  for.  But  you  ask  me.  Well, 
that  is  a  very  difficult  question  for  me  to  answer.  And  I'm  sure  it  would  be  for  you  too. 

Brick  Cody:  121  O'Keefe  Creek  Blvd.  I  don't  think  tiiis  study  has  been  fully  done  concerning 
the  safety  issue.  I'm  a  mother  and  I  feel  that  my  kids  would  be  in  danger  with  the  traffic  issue, 
with  the  weather,  with  the  fogginess  and  the  icy  road  conditions.  I  don't  feel  they  looked  at  this 
environmentally  concerning  the  weather  conditions. 

Stacy  Burr:  1 1980  O'Keefe  Creek  Blvd.  I  want  to  go  on  public  record  as  saying  I  agree  with 
everything  diat  has  been  said  before  me.  I'm  not  going  to  repeat  it.  We  are  taking  your  word 
tonight  in  earnest  that  you  will  present  before  the  board  a  "no  build"  option.  Tnat  you  will  have 
that  fully  disclosed,  that  you  will  have  a  good  game  plan,  and  that  you  will  communicate  with  us. 
I  want  it  on  public  record  that  you  are  going  to  be  on  our  side  now  as  far  as  what  you  ai-e  going  to 
do. 

Ann  Lizack:  16885  Highway  93  North.  I  own  the  property  adjoining  the  southern  boundary  of 
the  Klemper  property.  My  entire  water  supply  comes  from  a  holding  tank  in  my  portion  of  our 
adjoining  wetlands.  Since  approximately  10  acres  of  this  wetland  is  on  Kiemper  property,  I  tried 
several  years  ago  to  purchase  this  wetland  acreage.  At  that  time  Don  Klemper  and  his  father 
informed  me  ±at  the  wetlands  were  being  set  aside  as  a  dedicated  wildlife  corridor  and  I  had 
nothing  to  worry  about.  If  you  stan  digging  or  draining  this  in  anyway,  I  will  be  totally  without 
water.  I  had  a  well  drilled  which  is  dry  because  I'm  sitting  on  bedrock.  Kydrologists  infonned 
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me  that  when  you  have  this  much  surface  water  there  is  nothing  underneath.  The  kind  of 
construction  and  operation  you  are  planning  will  pour  toxins  into  my  drinking  water  that  my  ultra 
violate  tube  will  not  eliminate. 

I  own  and  operate  a  boarding  kennel  on  this  property  and  need  to  provide  clean  drinking  water 
for  the  animals  in  my  care.  The  noise  of  trucks  pulling  in  and  out,  starting  up  that  close  will 
create  a  lot  of  barking  that  as  of  now  I  do  not  have.  Customers  pulling  in  and  out  of  my 
driveway  have  enough  problems  without  a  lot  of  trucks  pulling  out  just  one  driveway  up.  If  you 
pave  as  much  property  as  you  plan  on  paving,  this  will  cause  a  lot  of  run  off,  not  only  of  toxins 
into  my  drinking  water,  but  it  will  cause  flooding  at  lower  elevations  which  means  my  particular 
property.  Customers  would  hesitate  to  pull  into  a  flooded  driveway.  This  flooding  would  then 
freeze  on  cold  nights  creating  a  definite  customer  safety  hazard. 

Sines  this  wetland  is  suppose  to  be  a  wildlife  corridor,  all  of  the  noise  and  fumes  from  this  kind 
of  operation  will  be  extremely  disruptive  to  any  kind  of  life,  both  wild  and  domesticated.  In  your 
report  you  state  that  this  operation  will  not  be  a  hazard  to  grizzlies  or  eagles.  Please  be  aware 
that  there  are  many  other  animals  that  use  this  area.  We  have  black  bears,  whitetail  deer,  wild 
turkeys,  blue  heron,  and  red  tailed  hawk,  to  say  nothing  of  other  birds.  You  are  totally  wrong 
when  you  say  there  are  no  grey  wolves  here,  I  have  seen  one  in  particular.  A  small  herd  of  elk 
took  down  the  fence  on  my  south  side  one  evening  headed  for  those  same  wetlands. 

You  seem  to  think  the  Evaro  area  is  not  well  inhabited.  Most  of  our  homes  are  off  of  the 
highway.  There  are  160  families,  more  or  less,  that  will  be  adversely  affecied  by  this  kind  of 
activity.  Please  keep  the  trucks  and  the  tracker  activity  down  at  Mauralts,  not  where  we  live. 

Robert  Chandler:  12635  O'Keefe  Creek  Road.  My  property  is  just  south  of  where  the  proposed 
Otopoulok  site  would  be.  Three  years  ago  I  requested  a  permit  for  access  off  die  highway 
exactly  where  the  site  would  be  in  order  to  utilize  my  land  more  efficiently.  Within  three  days  I 
got  a  letter  back  denying  the  permit  stating  that  it  was  dangerous  because  of  the  CMsye  there  and 
because  in  that  area  there  are  a  number  of  trucks  coming  down  the  hill  and  weather  conditions 
would  create  a  danger.  I  don't  understand  why  I'm  denied  access  because  of  the  danger  but  you 
want  to  put  a  site  there,  with  that  many  tracks  and  the  weight  they  have  to  deal  with  trying  to 
slow  down  at  that  site,  plus  down  by  O'Keefe  there  are  children  catching  school  busses  there. 

Walt  Mauralt:  Mauralts  Travel  Plaza.  We  are  definitely  against  the  scales.  We  think  there  is 
enough  of  a  safety  problem  as  it  is  and  the  whole  speed  limit  on  the  hill  up  to  our  facility  needs 
to  be  reduced,  not  to  mention  the  alley  between  Evaro  and  that  area.  We  feel  that  the  safety 
consideration  done  in  the  study  is  not  extensive  enough. 

Also  I  want  to  state  that  I  feel  there  is  a  lot  of  animosity  against  these  gentlemen  and  I  want  to 
state  that  they  are  doing  the  best  job  they  can  for  the  most  part  in  the  doing  the  study.  You  can"t 
be  exact.  You  can  get  a  room  full  of  300  people  and  nit-pick  the  thing  apart  or  nit-pick  these 
guys  apan,  but  they  are  trying  to  do  their  best  job  in  protecting  your  roadways,  using  your  taxes. 


I 
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You  don't  want  them  spending  your  tax  dollars  to  llnd  out  the  minutest  detail  about  something.  1 
didn't  study  the  EA  completely,  but  this  is  an  open  communication  thing  and  it  is  good  that 
everybody  came  here  tonight  because  we  need  to  give  them  feedback,  that  is  what  we  are  doing, 
but  do  it  in  a  good  way.  Thank  you. 

Jessie  Johnson:  I  think  I'm  about  as  old  as  anybody  in  this  room.  I  was  born  and  raised  at  Evaro 
in  1918.  A  few  years  ago  when  they  changed  the  highway  in  front  of  our  land  from  two  to  four 
lanes.  I  tried  to  get  another  access  to  my  land  and  the  state  highway  department  would  not 
permit  it.  I  willed  the  land  to  my  son  across  from  the  double  wide  house  on  the  hill.  So  I  protest 
it. 

Chris  Rakow:  10225  Highway  93  North.  I'm  president  of  the  Meadows  West  Landowners 
Association.  I  want  to  put  on  record  all  of  the  comments  that  have  been  touched  on  many,  many 
times.  The  safety  factor  at  O'Keefe  Creek,  the  fog,  the  snow  conditions,  the  bus  stop,  the  fire 
department,  the  gross,  gross  devaluation  of  S200, 000-5500,000  homes  sitting  adjacent  to  the 
property.  We  can  just  kiss  our  retirement  goodbye  because  you  will  not  sell  your  property  and 
make  any  money  on  it,  which  was  one  of  the  purposes  of  buying  out  in  that  area.  My 
homeowners  association  represents  84  lots  and  more  of  them  being  subdivided.  I  haven't  run 
across  one  person  in  favor  of  this  except  the  person  who  owns  the  property  that  you  intend  on 
buying. 

Megan  Ryan-Hart:  17925  Beargrass  Road,  Evaro,  MT.  I  have  lived  there  since  1961.  I  suppon 
the  "no  build"  alternative.  Tne  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  has  not  clearly  shown 
that  a  need  even  exists  for  this  project.  So  I  will  need  to  see  some  strong  numbers  to  understand 
why  the  DOT  needs  a  permanent  weigh  scale  when  random  jump  scaling  is  currently  working.  If 
it  becomes  simply  a  need  to  disseminate  special  permits,  then  a  Missoula  location  would  better 
serve  the  public.  Should  the  Montana  Department  of  Transponation  decide  to  build  a  weigh 
scale,  then  I  will  seek  a  new  public  parjcipation  process. 

Tae  MDOT's  woefully  inadequate  attempts  to  inform  the  public  are  evidenced  by  the  many 
concerned  people  still  learning  of  this  proposal.  Additionally,  I  received  notice  of  this  public 
hearing  on  March  12,  a  mere  8  days  to  review  this  EA  and  formulate  a  comment.  Since  I  was  on 
the  mailing  list ,  I  wonder  why  I  couldn't  have  been  notified  15  days  pervious  to  the  hearing? 
Also  many  people  did  not  have  access  to  the  EA  because  not  enough  copies  were  printed. 
Should  the  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  decide  to  build  a  weigh  scale,  then  I  will  also 
seek  an  environmental  impact  statement  of  the  proposal. 

Tnis  initial  EA  is  not  a  draft  EA.  It  does  not  even  meet  the  definition  of  a  draft  document.  I  have 
never  read  such  an  incomplete  and  inaccurate  environmental  assessment.  There  are  few  numbers 
to  back  up  assumptions  made  throughout  the  EA.  There  is  inadequate  explanation  of  the 
processes  used  :o  determine  these  numbers.  The  history  of  this  proposal  is  not  outlined  at  all. 
The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  proposed  the  weigh  station  at  the  Ravalli  site  in 
1984  and  actively  pursued  this  site  tiirough  1994.  What  has  occurred  over  me  last  13  years? 
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I  have  a  list  of  2'/2  pages  of  questions  regarding  the  Ea.  Tlie  matrix  page  we  talked  about  earlier 
gives  you  an  indication  of  the  amount  of  time  they  must  have  spent  on  this  EA.  If  Walt  Mauralt 
wants  to  give  them  credit  for  doing  their  best,  he  can.  This  is  just  junk.    I  want  my  ta.xpayer 
dollars  spent  a  little  more  wisely  than  this.  A  high  school  biology  class  could  have  been  just  as 
complete  as  this.  I  oppose  the  weigh  scale. 

Wade  "Winer:  12220  O'Keefe  Creek  Blvd.  I  have  a  little  son  that  isn't  running  around  yet  who  I 
feel  this  will  be  a  problem  for.  I  do  not  feel  the  state  has  looked  at  safety  issues.  In  thinking 
about  the  heavy  loads,  you  are  looking  at  a  minimum  of  1 15,000  pounds  for  doubles.  A  lot  of 
trucks  are  grossed  out  for  124,000  pounds.  That  is  a  lot  of  weight.  So  I  feel  the  projected  sites 
are  not  in  a  safe  situation.  I  understand  the  one  out  of  Lolo  was  closed  because  of  it  was  a 
dangerous  situation  -  the  slow  trucks  coming  around  the  comer  out  of  the  scale.  Isn't  this  the 
same  situation?  Now,  I  understand  that  years  ago  there  was  a  scale  in  Ravalli  and  it  was  torn 
down.  Now,  there  are  two  scales  out  at  Frenchtown  on  the  interstate.  I  don't  understand  why 
those  were  shut  down  and  used  just  for  inspection  stations  now.  Why  not  just  reopen  those?  It  is 
little  things  like  this  that  make  me  wonder  if  you  have  looked  at  the  safety  issues. 

Robert  Thornberg:  7550  Grooms  Road,  Evaro,  MT.    I  would  like  to  go  on  record  as  being 
against  any  of  the  proposed  sites  and  in  favor  of  the  "no  build"  alternative.  I  would  suggest  that 
the  Department  of  Transportation,  the  Highway  Department  here,  and  the  Commission  all  look  at 
some  of  the  records  of  what  has  happened  with  the  weigh  station  throughout  the  state  in  the  past. 
I  spent  some  30  years  in  the  trucking  and  construction  business,  many  of  those  years  on  state 
highway  projects,  weigh  stations,  rest  areas,  and  so  forth,  and  I've  seen  dozens  of  them  built  and 
closed.  Millions  of  dollars  spent  and  wasted  and  now  sitting  idle  with  not  even  a  place  to  pull 
off.  I  think  the  dollars  could  well  be  spent  to  do  some  improvements  on  the  roads,  safety 
pullouts,  passing  areas  to  alleviate  some  of  the  truck  traffic,  etc.  Then  take  a  good  look  at  the 
rest  of  the  traffic  that  is  involved  on  Highway  93  -  the  amount  of  cars,  the  speed  they  travel,  and 
so  fonh.  The  trucks  have  a  speed  limit  that  is  slower  than  the  cars  and  trucks  are  suppose  to  turn 
over  and  let  the  cars  go  by  but  there  is  no  place  to  turn  out,  no  place  to  let  them  go  by.  We 
should  alleviate  some  of  those  problems  before  trying  to  do  more. 

I  would  question  how  much  investigation  was  done  in  the  assessment  of  the  sites  already  owned 
by  the  Highway  Depanment,  especially  the  Ravalli  site.  I  remember  it  well,  it  was  opened  for 
years.  Tne  Lolo  site  is  closed,  the  Frenchtown  site  is  closed,  the  Bonner  site  is  closed,  the 
Drummond  site  is  closed,  and  the  Garrison  site  is  closed.  Tne  dollars  from  the  trucks  don't  come 
anywhere  near  paying  for  one  life  lost  because  the  highways  need  some  improvement  more  than 
worrying  about  weighing  the  trucks  and  making  sure  that  there  aren't  a  few  extra  pounds  on 
some.  You  listed  1%  overweight  trucks  when  the  stations  are  open  and  28%  when  they  aren't 
open  -  how  did  you  come  up  with  that  figure?  I  question  that.  I  suggest  the  Cormnission  look  at 
the  records  of  the  past. 

Jeannie  Bogus:  I  would  like  to  speak  a  little  bit  for  the  log  trucks  for  which  the  scales  would  be 
set  up.  Back  in  '63  and  '70  in  Seeley  Lake  or  Clinton,  you  could  find  500  but  now  vou  can  oniv 
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find  100.  We  all  buy  our  permits  and  our  overweight  permits.  I  would  like  to  go  on  record  for  a 
"no  need",  "no  build"  alternative.  Last  fall  there  were  several  DOT  inspectors  hired.  They  have 
their  jump  scales,  and  other  equipment  -  they  stop  the  trucks,  pull  them  over,  and  check  their 
papers.  If  they  don't  have  them,  you  receive  a  little  piece  of  paper  to  go  see  a  judge. 

Sandy  Mercer-Lee:  5150  Mercer  Lane,  Evaro,  MT.  I  want  to  go  on  record  as  being  for  all  the 
statements  that  have  gone  before.  Safety  is  definitely  a  problem.  Up  at  Evaro  we  have  the  very 
best  road  crew  in  tlie  whole  highway  department,  and  when  it  snows  we  get  twice  as  much  snow 
as  Missoula.  It  states  in  the  EA  the  snow  removal  would  have  to  be  done  sometimes,  but  at 
Evaro  all  the  plows  can  do  is  to  keep  it  off  the  road.  You  have  the  snow,  the  rain,  the  freezing 
rain,  and  down  below  the  hill  you  run  into  the  fog.  Sometimes  the  fog  is  so  bad  that  if  it  weren't 
for  the  white  line  on  the  side  of  the  road,  you  would  be  in  the  ditch.  You  don't  even  know  where 
you  are,  so  how  are  you  going  to  know  if  somebody  is  stopping  ahead  of  you  or  not?  School 
busses,  I  don't  have  any  kids  of  my  own,  but  I  have  nieces  and  nephews  that  I  dearly  love  and  I 
certainly  would  not  want  to  see  them  put  in  a  hazardous  position  with  trucks  coming  in  and  out. 
My  husband  is  trucker  and  I  know  about  stopping  distances  and  some  of  the  hazards  that  truckers 
have  to  go  through.  You  have  cars  on  the  road  that  don't  understand  how  long  it  takes  a  big 
truck  to  stop,  and  you  have  a  lot  of  tourists  in  the  summer  time.  I  can't  make  a  left  turn  going 
southbound  out  of  Mercer  Lane.  Sometimes  I  have  to  weight  5-10  minutes  because  of  the  traffic. 

I  am  definitely  in  favor  of  the  "no  build"  option.  I  think  it  is  the  only  way  to  go.  If  you  can  use 
jump  scales,  you  will  do  a  lot  better  anyway  because  if  a  trucker  is  overweight  and  he  know  the 
scale  is  open,  he  will  get  on  the  CB  and  just  sit  there  and  wait  until  he  can  get  through  unless 
you're  open  24  hours  a  day.  With  the  jump  scales  around,  they  won't  know  where  these  guys  are 
so  you  will  do  a  lot  better  job  enforcing  your  weight  limits.  "No  build"  is  the  only  way  to  go. 

Jan  Otopoulok-Fakus:  I  want  to  say  that  the  Otopoulok  area  is  not  a  safe  area.  When  trucks 
have  to  go  up  the  hill,  they  go  so  fast  in  order  get  up  the  hill,  and  the  ones  coming  down  go  like 
heck.  I've  lived  there  for  over  40  years-and  I  know  what  they  do.  Tney  are  not  the  only  ones,  the 
cars  go  fast  too.  So  it  is  not  a  safe  place  to  pull  in  trucks. 

Jenny  DLxon:  7780  Grooms  Road,  Evaro,  MT.  I  think  it  is  pretry  clear  from  what  I've  heard 
tonight  that  we  all  suppon  the  "no  build"  option.  I  also  strongly  agree  with  Stacy's  comments 
regarding  a  detailed  plan  on  the  "no  build"  option  when  it  comes  before  the  state  Commission.  I 
agree  with  all  the  comments  made  earlier  about  concerns  ranging  from  safety  to  noise. 

My  big  concerns  is  the  safety  and  the  natural  environment  particularly  at  the  Evaro  site  which  I 
live  closest  to.    It  has  been  identitled  with  substantial  wetlands.  I  don't  see  a  need  for  paving 
five  acres  of  wetlands  with  a  creek  running  through  it.  That  is  ver/  imponant  habitat.  I'm  also 
very  concerned  about  the  Evaro  Community  Center.  My  husband  is  on  the  Board  of  Directors 
and  we've  worked  really  hard  improving  the  school  house  that  used  to  be  up  by  the  Bucksnon 
Restaurant  and  we  want  to  make  it  an  even  more  sianificant  cultural  and  historical  site. 
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The  quality  of  life  issues  are  real  important  and  they  haven't  been  addressed  particularly  in  the 
EA    and  it  is  something  that  easily  falls  by  the  wayside.  Appearance,  what  this  is  going  to  look 
like.  A  lot  of  us  bought  land  out  in  this  area  because  we  don't  want  to  be  around  these  types  of 
uses.  We  don't  want  to  see  this  type  of  paved  truck  stop  area  implemented. 

My  last  comment  would  be  to  encourage  all  of  you  who  got  this  hand  out  to  call  the 
Commissioners  and  let  them  know  what  you  think.  At  the  bottom  there  is  a  legislative  hot  line. 
I  believe  that  is  the  State  Auditor's  office.  I  have  called  them  and  I  would  encourage  you  to  call 
them  and  let  them  know  if  you  think  this  is  a  waste  of  taxpayer's  money.  Why  would  we  do 
anything  else,  why  would  be  build  any  permanent  facility  anywhere  when  we  have  a  viable 
option  with  a  "no  build"  alternative  with  the  portable  sites  and  random  jump  scales? 

Susan  VanRight:  1012  Grizdy  Mountain  Road,  Evaro,  MT.  I  would  like  to  state  for  the  record 
that  I  agree  with  all  the  points  that  have  been  made  and  I  support  the  "no  build"  option.  I  would 
like  to  add  the  following  in  regards  to  my  concerns  about  weigh  station  construction  and 
wetlands  such  as  those  that  have  been  identified  specifically  in  sites  3  and  4. 

At  site  3  access  was  denied  so  environmental  concerns  could  not  have  been  addressed  adequately 
or  adequately  assessed.  I  would  like  to  know  how  it  is  possible  to  propose  a  project  for  a  site  you 
don't  even  have  access  to?  And  how  it  can  be  considered  that  an  Environmental  Assessment  has 
been  prepared  for  that  site  if  they  weren't  even  allowed  access  to  go  and  check  it  out  in  detail? 
The  EA  states  that  tailed  and  spotted  firogs  likely  inhabit  the  project  area.  State  and  nation-wide 
studies  reveal  rapid  declines  in  frog  populations.  We  can  scarcely  afford  to  escalate  this  trend  by 
paving  over  and  risking  pollution  of  imponant  wetland  habitat. 

The  EA  states  that  black-crowned  night  heron,  yellow-billed  coockoo,  bald  eagle,  peregrine 
falcon,  nonhem  gossaid,  grey  wolf,  fisher,  wolverine,  grizzly  bear  and  linx  may  occasionally 
occur  in  the  general  project  corridor  but  are  not  known  or  expected  to  frequent  any  of  the  sites.  I 
would  like  to  state  that,  for  the  most  part,  none  of  these  species  frequent  anywhere  anymore. 
Tnere  are  simply  not  enough  of  them  left  anywhere.  But  the  fact  that  they  may  occur  even 
occasionally  is  very  significant  in  my  mind.  I  believe  that  has  been  underplayed  in  the  EA. 
From  what  source  are  you  able  to  determine  that  these  species  aie  not  expected  to  frequent  any  of 
the  sites?  Tne  EA  states  that  O'Keefe  Creek  suppons  a  genetically  pure  population  of  the  rare 
and  sensitive  west  slope  cutthroat  trout  throughout  its  length.  Since  any  potential  impacts  to  the 
stream  are  of  considerable  concern,  should  either  site  3  or  4  even  be  viable  options?  Tne  EA 
states  that  impacts  would  be  reduced  by  implementation  of  best  management  practice  for 
pollutant,  sediment,  and  erosion  control  during  the  construction.  What  does  that  mean?  Reduced 
is  a  relative  term.  Reduced  to  what?  How  do  we  know  it  will  be  enough  to  protect  the  natural 
values  that  are  identified  in  this  study? 

I  would  like  to  point  out  a  contradiction  in  the  EA  that  left  me  a  bit  confused.  On  page  1 1 , 
paragraph  6,  after  the  word  "mitigation"  -  it  states  that  "no  direct  wetland  impacts  are  anticipated 
at  site  3  and  impacts  can  not  be  auantified  without  a  site-SDecific  design  at  site  4,  therefore  no 
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compensatory  mitigation  is  recommended."  Then  it  states  -  "such  mitigation  may  be  required, 
however,  should  a  site-specific  design  be  proposed  at  site  4  or  site  3  that  would  result  in  direct 
wetland  impacts."  Will  there  or  will  there  not  be  direct  wetland  impacts  at  site  3?  It  is  a 
contradiction  in  that  paragraph.  Why  weren't  site-specific  designs  prepared  for  these  sites  so  that 
impacts  could  have  been  quantified?  Isn't  that  the  point  of  preparing  and  EA? 

What  happens  if  a  track  is  in  violation?  Does  it  sit  there  until  the  situation  can  be  taken  care  of? 
How  does  this  affect  mitigation  efforts  that  allow  no  storage  of  hazardous  materials  including 
fuels  and  lubricating  oils  within  100  feet  of  wetlands  or  streams?  So,  they  sit  there  -  could  it  be 
overnight? 


'o' 


Although  I  have  pointed  specific  concerns  related  to  sites  3  and  4, 1  strongly  feel  that  tliis  weigh 
station  project  is  a  blatant  waste  of  public  resources,  time,  and  money.  I  stand  adamantly 
opposed  to  this  project. 

Everett  La  Joy,  Jr.:  308  Augusta  Drive,  Missoula  MT.  I  frequent  the  Able  Kennels  and  was 
asked,  because  of  my  background  as  a  transportation  officer  in  the  Army  and  the  contracting 
officer  for  the  Forest  Service,  to  look  at  this  EA.  It  seems  to  be  geared  toward  certain  sites  some 
of  which  the  comments  seem  to  be  a  little  illogical.  I  point  out  the  Otopoulok  site  for  the 
vehicles  coming  down  the  hill  and  going  up  the  hill.  Having  been  a  transportation  officer,  you 
want  your  heavy  trucks  to  have  a  lot  of  run  at  a  hill  and  you  want  to  give  them  a  lot  of  decreasing 
grade  to  be  able  to  stop  -  not  coming  swiftly  off  a  hill. 

The  EA  does  not  emphasize  a  "no  build"  alternative  even  though  that  is  supposedly  the  preferred 
alternative.  Four  years  ago,  the  highway  depanment  had,  based  on  my  knowledge,  the  preferred 
alternative  of  the  Ravalli  site.  Tney  have  an  easement  for  that  site  from  the  railroad  and  they  can 
make  that  a  substantial  weigh  station.  It  would  work.  Now  they  propose  a  "no  build".  I  can  see, 
based  on  changing  information,  that  it  might  be  the  case,  but  I  don't  see  anything  in  writing 
which  emphasizes  that.  I  think  your  involvement  is  probably  necessary  to  make  sure  that  the  "no 
build"  alternative  is  proposed  and  considered  greatly. 

Marcia  Emry:  10565  George  Cades  Blvd.  I  reiterate  everything  that  has  been  said  ahead  of  me 
but  my  main  concern  is  that  the  simation  has  reached  this  same  point  previously.  I'm  concerned 
that  all  Mr.  Tabish  has  to  do  is  request  that  the  state  purchase  his  property  and  this  whole  project 
will  start  all  over  again. 

Bob  Yetter:  1012  Grizzly  Mountain  Road,  Evaro.  MT.  One  of  the  things  I  learned  here  tonight 
is  that  I  am  appalled  that  some  of  the  information  in  the  EIS  came  from  "best  guesses."  If  some 
information  is  coming  from  that  source,  I  wonder  how  much  else  is.  I  looked  through  it  quickly 
and  see  a  lot  of  things  that  don't  seem  to  make  any  sense.  For  instance,  the  cumulative  impacts 
part  of  the  EA.  is  suppose  to  study  what  things  are  possible,  results,  and  fallout  activities.  All  it 
really  did  was  talk  about  what  cumulative  impacts  meant  but  they  didn't  talk  about  what  they 
might  be.  It  seems  to  be  the  case  wiih  a  lot  of  other  thinss  in  this  EA. 
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A  couple  of  people  talked  about  a  wildlife  corridor  issue.  I  have  read  a  little  bit  about  that  and 
understand  that  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Services  has  determined  that  the  area  in  general  and 
particularly  up  by  Joe  Smoker  is  indeed  a  wildlife  corridor  specifically  for  grizzly  bears,  and 
wolves.  Other  agencies  of  the  government  Missoula  County,  Confederated  Kootenai-Salish 
Tribes,  and  others  recognize  this  area  for  the  same  value  and  are  putting  money,  in  some  cases 
tax  dollars,  into  trying  to  protect  this  area.  Certainly  a  lot  of  money  has  gone  into  trying  to 
protect  wildlife  and  endangered  species.  Wliile  on  the  other  hand  you  have  other  government 
entities  putting  money  in  on  the  other  side  trying  to  start  projects  in  these  same  areas  that  another 
agency  might  be  trying  to  protect.  So  I  think  a  little  cooperation,  organization,  team  work,  and 
communication  between  the  agencies  might  save  us  a  little  tax  dollars  from  these  projects  that 
tend  to  oppose  each  other. 

Tom  Walters:  Watkins-Shepherd  Trucking.  I  will  speak  to  this  issue  from  a  driver's  standpoint. 
I  don't  think  there  is  any  safe  place  from  the  Canadian  border  to  the  Idaho  border  to  put  a  scale. 
I  really  don't.  I  got  into  trucking  in  1967  and  drove  until  1984,  so  I  put  a  lot  of  miles  on  until 
then.  In  1984  I  went  into  the  office  and  I've  hired  drivers  and  I'm  also  in  the  safety  program.  So 
I  study  all  of  our  accidents  and  have  since  1984.  At  the  Otopoulok  site  and  down  below 
Mauralts  it  is  absolutely  ludicrous  to  think  about  putting  a  scale.  You  have  a  road  out  there  that 
for  six  months  of  the  winter  time  you've  got  slick  roads.  Coming  off  the  Otopoulok  mountain  up 
at  Evaro,  every  driver  knows  that  as  you  come  off  any  hill,  the  worst  place  to  put  a  scale  is  at  the 
bottom  before  you  go  up.    I  know  we  have  sites  all  over  .America  where  they  do  this.  What  is 
going  to  happen  up  there  is  that  the  pavement  is  going  to  be  washboarded  from  all  the  trucks 
coming  down  that  hill.  Every  driver  knows  that  you  will  have  to  stay  in  the  right  lane  all  the  way 
to  the  top  in  order  to  go  across  the  scale.  With  the  speeds  today,  75  mph  is  1 13  feet  per. second, 
in  just  two  seconds  you  can  get  in  trouble.  It  is  absolutely  ludicrous  to  put  a  scale  up  there.  We 
in  the  trucking  industry  would  not  like  that.  Not  because  we  don't  want  to  be  regulated.  I  don't 
live  out  there,  but  I  wouldn't  like  it  either  if  they  were  going  to  put  a  scale  out  there.  You're 
going  to  have  the  Jake  brakes,  and  taking  off,  and  all  the  other  things  that  are  a  nightmare  for 
safety. 

Jeanette  Manley:  9755  Waldo  Road.  I  live  directly  in  front  of  where  they  would  like  to  exit  the 
trucks  off  the  O'Keefe  site.  It  is  real  nice  that  Mr.  Weaver  is  going  to  plan  the  proposed  weigh 
station  to  look  prerr/,  but  I  won't  be  able  to  see  it  because  the  trucks  will  be  in  my  way.  So  it 
will  be  a  problem  for  m.e,  but  thank  you  anyway. 

I  also  fmd  it  really  offensive  when  I  read  in  the  EA  on  page  3  that  the  reason  to  move  this  weigh 
station  closer  to  Missoula  is  so  that  the  simple  clerical  task  of  issuing  permits  is  more 
convenient.  Tnis  is  the  age  of  computers,  faxes,  and  telephone.  There  are  a  lot  of  places  to  issue 
permit,  so  why  would  you  devaluate  people's  lands  to  '/:  of  what  it  would  be?  You  would 
devalue  land  10  tim.es  in  excess  of  what  it  will  cost  to  build  this  station.  You  would  ruin  the  land 
to  make  a  clerical  task  simpler?  Tnat  does  not  make  any  sense  to  me.  I  work  with  computers, 
faxes,  and  modems  every  day  and  I  know  that  you  can  call  the  state  and  give  them  the 
information  to  issue  a  permit  and  they  can  print  it  over  the  telephone.  Tney  have  90%  of  the 
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information  printed  on  the  form.  I  would  like  to  say  that  moving  the  weigh  station  closer  to 
Missoula  to  perform  a  clerical  task  and  taking  huge  devaluations  in  property  is  ludicrous  to  me. 
We  as  citizens  pay  our  taxes.   We  don't  need  our  land  devalued  for  clerking. 

The  second  thing  is  that  I've  got  a  petition  that  I'm  presenting  to  you  which  I'm  actually  going  to 
photocopy  the  signatures  and  bring  by  your  office  tomorrow,  suppcHting  the  unneeded  weigh 
station,  the  threat  to  public  safety,  the  pollution,  the  severe  devaluation  in  real  estate,  and 
encouraging  people  to  please  write  your  congressmen  and  your  senators.  If  everybody  would 
take  '/:  hour  to  write  a  post  card  to  every  single  person  addressed  on  there,  then  we  will  be  heard. 

Then  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  coming  in  and  supporting  the  "no  build"  option  because  I 
think  that  is  a  really  wise  choice  and  it  is  the  best  choice  for  our  community. 

Bill  Amrine:  10565  George  Cades  Lane.  I  think  it  is  important  for  the  people  listening  to  the 
tape  or  the  summarization  of  the  tape  to  know  that  there  were  around  100  people  here  tonight  and 
not  one  person  stood  up  in  support  of  any  of  this  including  the  people  that  presented  it.  So  it 
looks  like  we  have  a  unanimous  decision  that  it  is  a  waste  of  time,  money  and  effort.  I  hope  that 
decision  is  heeded  because  we  don't  need  to  go  through  this  every  six  months. 

Barb  Lee:  9900  Lees  Lane.  I  would  like  to  say  that,  as  everyone  before  has  said,  the  outcome  of 
placing  the  weigh  station  at  any  one  of  these  three  places  would  be  bad  and  I  think  we  have  a 
statisticallv  representative  number  of  oeoole  asainst  it. 


CLOSING: 

Dave  Dreher:  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  your  participation.  We  will  be  around  if  you  have 
questions  that  you  need  answered  one-on-one.  Thank  you  again. 
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DELEGATION  -  Highway  93  Weigh  Station 

Gait  said  staff  took  a  look  at  the  feasibility  of  building 
a  weigh  station  on  93  north  of  Missoula.  Six  sites  were 
evaluated.  The  bottom  line  is  we  do  not  believe  there  is  a 
site  in  the  area  that  is  feasible,  cost  effective  to  build  and 
does  not  have  a  lot  of  adverse  public  opinion.  We  are 
recomaending  the  Commission  adopt  a  no  build  proposal  on 
Highway  93  and  close  the  project. 

Forseth  said  he  thought  he  had  heard  everything  but  he  has 
never  been  asked  not  to  build. 

Gait  said  as  far  as  a  permanent  weigh  station  that  is 
correct.  There  are  alternatives  for  enforcement  in  the  area 
and  he  couldn't  recommend  a  permanent  weigh  station  in  any  of 
the  six  locations  studied. 

Gilmore  said  that  we  were  thinking  of  a  permanent  facility. 
The  no  build  allows  us  to  close  the  project  and  free  up  the 
funds  for  someplace  else.  A  temporary  facility  can  be  made  by 
having  a  wide  spot  in  the  road  where  Dave's  officers  can  pull 
a  truck  over  and  do  a  temporary  weighing  in  the  area.  We  have 
looked  ar  a  lot  of  different  places.  If  they  know  you  are 
there  the  trucks  do  not  go  there.  We  can  accomplish  the  same 
thing  with  a  temporary  facility  as  with  a  permanent  facility. 

.  Gait  said  that  15  years  ago  there  was  a  station  at  Bonner, 
Lolo  and  Frenchrown  and  also  at  Ravalli.  We  used  to  send 
people  around  to  the  different  stations.  Over  the  years,  due 
to  safety  concerns,  they  were  all  closed.  In  the  Bonner  area 
there  is  a  facility  at  Clearwater  Junction.  The  .  idea  that  I 
am  interested  in  pursuing  is  to  use  portable  scales  and  then 
you  don't  have  the  expense  cf  permanent  equipment.  We  can 
establish  type  A  sites,  wide  sports  in  the  road,  so  we  can  set 
up  and  weigh  trucks  and  try  to  accomplish  the  same  thing 
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without  constructing  a  permanent  facility.   That  will  take 
tine. 

Forseth  asked  how  inuch  money  had  been  expended. 

Gait  said  he  didn't  know. 

Forseth  asked  if  we  had  an  option  on  the  land. 

Gait  responded  that  we  did  but  it  has  been  returned  to  the 
Department. 

Smith  asked  if  portable  stations  could  be  set  up  at  the 
sites  that  have  been  abandoned. 

Gait  said  the  site  is  still  at  Bonner  but  is  not  at 
Ravalli:  At  Frenchtown  we  don't  need  one  on  the  interstate. 
There  are  some  sites  around  Missoula  that  will  work  so  we 
don't  need  to  do  new  construction.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  if  we  come  up  with  an  idea  that  works  we  will  have  to 
come  back  tot  he  Commission  and  go  through  the  same  process  of 
public  input  and  Commission  approval. 

Abelin  said  that  with  technology  advancing  as  quickly  as  it 
is  it  would  be  only  a  few  years  and  we  could  do  weigh  in 
motion. 

Gait  said  that  weigh  in  motion  is  not  that  expensive  in  the 
scheme  of  things  but  the  trenching  and  concrete  raise  the 
cost  considerably.  Weigh  in  motion  is  a  great  screening  tool 
but  not  good  for  enforcement.  If  we  write  a  ticket  on  a  weigh 
scale  it  is  accurate  within  .  2  of  a  percent.  Weigh  in  motion 
is  3  or  4%.   It  is  not  good  for  enforcement. 

Chris  Rakow  said  she  came  hoping  that  the  Commission  would 
adopt  the  no  build.  The  main  concern  is  at  the  O'Keefe  Creek 
site.  Rakow  said  she  represented  3  homeowners  associations  in 
the  area.  The  public  opinion  the  Department  received  at  the 
last  meeting  speaks  for  itself.  She  was  at  the  meeting 
because  there  is  concern  that  the  no  build  will  be  put  down  in 
three  months,  six  months  or  a  year.  We  want  the  no  build  to 
be  made  permanent  so  we  don't  have  to  come  back  and  fight  this 
again.  Rakow  stated  she  wanted  to  build  a  house  and  was 
scared  to  do  so.  We  don't  want  to  have  to  worry  about  this 
coming  up  again. 

Forseth  said  he  understood  her  concerns  but  in  the  grand 
scheme  of  things  you  could  go  to  the  legislature  and  pass  a 
special  law  and  in  a  few  years  they  could  switch  ir  back 
again.  If  we  pass  a  no  build  resolution  nothing  can  be  done 
until  the  entire  process  is  started  over  again.  Gait  is 
looking  a  viable  alternatives.  I  don't  know  that  we  can  give 
you  a  permanent  assurance  that  we  will  never  build. 

Smith  said  this  Commission  cannot  commit  another  Commission 
down  the  road  4,6,3  10  years  from  now.  I  don't  think  the 
Department  or  Commission  wants  to  go  through  the  process  again 
but  we  can't  commit  for  some  one  else.  I  can't  see  where  we 
will  jump  out  and  decide  to  build  a  permanent  scale. 

Forseth  said  on  the  proposal  for  the  pads  for  temporary 
scales  you  indicated  there  were  a  lot  more  options  than 
building  a  permanent  installation. 

Gait  stated  that  one  thing  we  want  to  do  if  we  build  a 
weigh  station  is  make  sure  we  get  both  directions  of  travel. 
The  O'Keefe  Creek  site  allows  us  to  weigh  both  directions  but 
would  be  a  lot  of  construction.  When  you  have  a  portable  site 
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you  can  go  on  one  side  of  the  road  and  it  doesn't'  have  to  be 
near  as  big. 

Forseth  said  Gait's  Department  is  trying  to  protect  the 
highways  and  we  put  a  lot  of  money  into  building  a  highway  and 
maintaining  it.  We  have  those  out  there  who  in  the  interest 
of  trying  to  make  a  buck  will  carry  2,000,  3,000,  or  even 
10,000  overweight  so  the  road  which  is  supposed  to  last  20 
years  will  only  last  10  or  maybe  15.  We  are  building 
everywhere.  Where  you  live  now  was  probably  agricultural  land 
10  years  ago.  It  is  getting  harder  and  harder  for  the 
Department  to  find  a  place  to  build  especially  without  a  lot 
of  adverse  public  opinion.  I  don't  know  what  the  answer  to 
the  issue  is  but  somewhere  along  the  line  we  will  have  to.  have 
those  facilities  that  will  allow  us  to  check  the  weights  until 
they  hammer  the  roads  to  a  point  we  can't  keep  up  with  it.  We 
have  the  no  build  alternative  being  recommended. 

Larson  moved  the  no  build  alternative  be  approved.  McKenna 
seconded;  motion  carried. 
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P.  0.  4152 
Missoula,  MT  59S06 
March  26,  1997 


Mr.  Joel  M.  Marshik,  P.E., 
Environmental  Services  Manager 
Montana  Dcpariment  of  Transportation 
2^10  Prospect  Avenue,  P.O.  Box  201001 
Helena,  MT   59620-1001 


Dear  Mr.  Marshik 

On  Monday,  March  24,  1997,  I  returned  to  the  State  and  was 
notified  by  landowners  in  the  Evaro  valley  that  a  series  of 
meetings  had  been  conducted  by  the  State  of  Montana,  Department 
of  Transportation  to  take  public  input  on  proposed  Motor  Carrier 
Service  Way  Station  sites  at  various  locations.  I  was  told  that 
propertv  which  I  own  on  Evaro  hill  was  under  consideration  as  one 
of  the' sites  and^  that  an  Environmental  Assessment  Document  had 
been  prepared  as  the  basis  for  those  meetings. 


It  is  alwavs  my  policy  to  allow  for  the  benefit  of  the  doubt  when 
it   comes  to   dealing  with  these   kinds  of  issues".,   I  understand 
that   government   has  certain   needs   and  that   projects   must  be 
completed   for  the  public  good.   The  pasture  land  at  Evaro,  which 
was   included  in   this  assessment,   has  never   been  available  for 
sale  nor  have  I  ever  given-  permi ss ion  for  any  assessment  to  occur 
on   this  ground.   Giving  the  Department  the  benefit  of  the  doubt, 
there   may  have   been  some   confusion  over   the  1.3   acres  in  the 
southeast   corner  of  the  property  which  is  separate  and  distinct 
from   the  pasture  land  both  in  survey  and  by  an  established  fence 
line.   This  piece  of  ground  contains  the  2-story  A-frame  referred 
to   in  the  Environmental   Assessment  document.    At  times,  I  have 
listed   this  property  and  I   have  negotiated  with  individuals  who 
are   interested  in   purchasing  this   1.3  acre   site  but   have  not 
found   a  prospective  buyer   who  I  felt   would  maintain  a  positive 
ecological   impact  on  that  small  piece  of  ground.   Since  that  1.3 
acres   borders  the  heartland   of  the  Klepper   Ranch,  I  have  never 
been    interested   in   anyone   acquiring   that   property  who   is^ 
unwilling   to  commit  to  maintaining   the  natural  surroundings  and 
who  would  not  have  an  adverse  impact  on  the  beauty  of  the  land  in 
the  Evaro  corridor. 

The  pasture  land,  which  underwent  the  assessment  and  borders  the 
1.3  acre  commercial  site,  is  posted  land  and  no  waiver  or 
permission  was  ever  given  to  any  agency  to  enter  that  land  and  do 
an  assessment.  As  part  of  the  original  home  place,  that  ground 
is  used  to  pasture  horses  and  to  support  the  wildlife  that 
utilize  it  for  both  cover  and  forage.  My  parents  purchased  the 
land  in  1946  and  utilized  agricultural  and  ranching  practices 
that   were  in   harmony  with   the  environment   to  ensure   that  the 
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wildlife   could   utilize   the   ground   with   minimal 

T'liL  v.icck,  .Niiiuii  fK/As  Lliiough  the  property,  and  tht: 
rings  located  on  the  southwest  corner  have  never  been 
r  the  same  reasons.  I  noticed  that  the  Environmental 
Document  stated-  that  the  pole  barn  was  built  in  1947 
ly  tiie  barii  is  many  years  older  and  was  built  around 
f  tiie  century.  My  father,  a  few  years  prior  to  his 
ceinlier  1^96,  transferred  or  sold  all  of  his  land  south 
Road  t,o  me  and  all  of  his  land  north  oi  Grooms  Road  to 
He  did  so  because  he  was  certain  that  we  would 
is  ground  and  that  if  we  ever  decided  to  sell  it  we 
udent  in  our  selection  of  a  buver  when  it  came  to  land 


I  have  been  mostly  out  of  state  the  last  couple  of  years  working 
as  a  consultant  in  the  medical  services  field  and  while  my  home 
is  Montana,  it  is  sometimes  difficult  to  keep  track  of  the  events 
that  are  occurring.  I  believe  it  would  have  been  sound 
professional  ethics  on  the  part  of  the  Department  of 
Transportation  to  notify  me  that  an  Environmental  Assessment  was 
occurring  on  these  pasture  lands  and  that  I  should  have  been 
given  a.n  opportunity  to  voice  my  concerns.  This  is  especially 
true  in  light  of.  the  fact  that  I  gave  no  one  permission  to  enter 
the  posted  lands  to  do  any  assessment. 


Please   consider   this   official   notification   that   the  Klepper 
pasture   land,  listed  in  the  Environmental  .Assessment  as  Option  4 


and   referred   to   as   the   Evaro  Site,   is   not 
pote;:tiaI   site  for  a  Motor  Carrier   Way  Station, 
develop   that   site   by   the   State   of   Montana, 
Transportation  will  be  resisted  through  all  legal 
the  statutes. 


avai lab  1  e  as  a 
Any  efforts  to 
Department   of 

processes  under 


Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  consideration  of  this  matter 


S  incer e ly , 


Don    K.    Kleptier,    Ph.D 
CO :       Zane    Su 1 i  i van 
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ENVIRONMENTAL 

Formal  Comments  for  Inclusion  in  the  Record  on  the 
Montana  Department  of  Transportation  and  Federal  Highway  Administration 

Environmental  Assessment  for  a  Motor  Carrier  Weigh  Station  ^  ^  •    fl^  Ul^l^UKA^ 
on  Highway  93  north  of  Interstate  ^^      .      .  ^,  f  /] 

BY  CERTIFIED  MAIL  TO: 

JoelMarshik    ^ 
Environmental  Services  Manager 
Montana  Dept  of  Transportation 
2710  Prospect  Ave,  PO  Box  201001 
Helena,  Montana  59620-1001 

AND 

Dale  W.  Paulson 

Environmental  Coordinator 

Federal  Highway  Administration 

301  South  Park,  Drawer  10056  .  .  . 

Helena,  Montana  59626-0056 


Please  register  Susan  VanRooy  and  Bob  Yetter  as  interested  parties  to  Montana  Dept  of 

Transportation  and  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  projects  on  US  Highway  93  from  1-90  to 
Montana  200.  We  also  request  to  be  included  on  your  maihng  Hst  and  to  receive  any  and  all 
mailings  or  other  notifications  of  any  and  all  projects  related  to  highway  development  activities 
and  related  projects  in  the  above  outlined  area.  The  following  are  our  comments  for  the  PubUc 
.  Comment  Period  ending  April  25,  1997. 

We  Tzquzst  that  these  comments  be  attached  to  the  instant  EA  for  review  by  the  decision-makers. 

NOTE:  Comments  made  after  the  March  20,  1997  comment  meeting  are  entirely  in  bold. 

A)GENERAL  '  ■       .  ;  :.-       .  -----      _— .: .  ^. -.-  .^.  -  - 

1)  Although  we  see  no  justifiable  need  for  a  permanent  weigh  station  at  any  of  the  proposed  sites, 
-  -'  and  therefor  oppose  all  of  your  action  alternatives  as  poor  land  use  and  a  waste  of  tax  doUars, 
our  primary  concern  is  with  any  sites  in  the  Evaro  area  which  offer  the  cover  and  other 
requirements  needed  to  provide  habitat  and  hnkage  zones  for  wildhfe  crossing  US  93  -  specifically 
/.     the  area  fi-om  (and  including)  the  Otoupalak  site  to  the  Sheep  Ranch  Inn  area^         .     .  ,,. 


.  --^:S^'-:fv3SiSi^':;Kr;;:^:  :;^^  i;^#S?S^1l?lSp©^^ 


B)  PUBLIC  INVOLVEMENT 

1)  We  would  first  like  to  express  our  dismay  at  the  Montana  Dept  of  Transportation  and  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration  (hereafter  referred  to  as  the  "agencies")  disregard  for  public  concern,  and 
involvement,  as  regards  the  development  of  this  transportation  corridor.  For  many  years  now 
there  has  been  a  clear  public  opposition  to  the  widening  of  US  93  in  this  area,  yet  the  agencies 
proceed  as  if  immune  to  the  will  of  the  pubUc. 

^ 

2)  The  agencies  have  compiled  a  mailing  Ust  of  persons  interested  in  £ind  concerned  about  Highway 

93  projects  through  the  pubUc  scoping  and  comment  process  for  that  project.  This  is  an  obvious 
source  of  interested  parties  to  be  given  notification  of  other  projects  in  the  area  carried  out  by  the 
same  agencies.  I  attended  a  formal  meeting  on  the  93  widening  project  in  Arlee,  and  submitted 
comments,  and  despite  the  fact  that  this  weigh  station  project  has  been  under  consideration  for 
more  that  ten  years,  which  is  the  same  length  of  time  that  I've  lived  in  the  area,  I  had  not  even 
heard  of  it  until  approximately  two  months  ago.  If  the  agencies  were  sincerely  trying  to  obtain 
pubHc  comments  and  opinions  for  meaningful  consideration  in  their  decision  making  process,  this 
would  have  been  an  obvious  and  readily  available  resource  to  that  end.   Instead,  they  mailed  to  a 
small  Ust  of  approximately  thirty  people  (Scoping  document,  page  8)  who  were  already  aware  of 
the  project  enough  to  have  gotten  their  names  on  a  list. 


3)  I  spoke  with  individuals  vidth  the  Confederated  Salish  and  Kootenai  Tribe's  offices  of  Fish  and 
Wildlife,  and  Planning  on  March  19  (the  day  before  the  public  comment  ineeting  in  Missoula),  and 
discovered  that  they  were  unaware  of  the  release  of  the  EA,  or  of  the  comment  meeting.  Previous 
concerns  from  tribal  officials  should  have  indicated  to  the  agencies  the  need  to  notify  certain 
individuals  in  tribal  offices  whose  knowledge  and  efforts  might  be  valuable  to,  or  affected  by,  this 
project.  Failure  to  communicate  with  the  officials  of  tribal  natural  resource-oriented  departments 
furthers  the  agenciiss'  negHgence  in  sincerely  seeking  valuable  public  input. 

3)  Failing  to  adequately  notify  the  public,  as  evidenced  by  the  extremely  low  turn  out  at  the  scoping  " '  "^       ^ 
meetings,  might  tend  to  indicate  the  agencies  lack  of  interest  in  considering  public  concerns  in 
their  process.  Such  actions,  it  seems,  might  generate  suspicions  on  the  part  of  the  public  that  the 
agency  has  already  formulated  some  level  of  bias  towards  development  of  the  project.  

5)  Given  the  level  of  interest  in  other  US  93  projects  by  the  agencies  in  the  area,  if  the  agencies  were— --  — _ _ 
sincere  in  their  desire  to  obtain  public  comment,  it  seems  reasonable  that  they  would  have  ^ZZZi^-..  "■"""■ 
reconsidered  their  pubHc  notification  efforts  after  the  low,~and  no-show,  scoping  meetings  held  in"^Ti±:\-r~?; 
the  central  community  of  the  project  area,  and  taken  another  approach.  "^  -  ..^--^.  ,,^..=..,,    .  .:x-..r..L 

6)  The  EA  should  adequately  and  accurately  consider  and  reveal  public  opinion.  Your  pubHc 

acceptance  table  (EA,  page  12)  is  erroneous  in  stating  that  there  is  little  public  opposition  to 
development  at  site  4,  because  the  parties  which  would  be  primarily  eiffected  by  this  alternative-   '         • 
were  unaware  of  the  project  and  so,  unable  to  register  any  level  of  acceptance.  In  order  to  honestly 
portray  your  knowledge  of  pubUc  sentiment  in  that  area,  you  should  have  marked  this  box 


"Unknown."  To  do  otherwise,  is  to  make  assumptions  which  are  misleading  to  the  public  and  the 
decision-maker.  , 

7)  Public  desire,  which  runs  strongly  against  development,  should  be  fully  considered. 

8)  When  asked  about  the  source  of  the  numbers  in  the  table  (EA,  page  12),  the 
representative  for  the  consulting  firm  conducting  the  EA  stated  at  the  public 
comment  meeting  that^he,  along  with  other  agency  representatives  in  the  room,  had 
gotten  together  and  talked  about  it  and  made  a  "best  guess."  We  now  understand  that 
what  is  presented  as  fact  in  the  EA,  is  in  some  instances,  a  "best  guess."  This  causes  us 
to  question  the  reliability  of  the  many  other  "facts"  presented  in  the  EA. 

9)  Inadequate  assessment  of  public  interest  in  this  project  on  the  part  of  the  agencies 
was  clearly  revealed  when  the  agencies  prepared  for  a  30  person  comment  meeting  on 
March  20,  1997,  and  over  100  people  showed  up,  some  of  them  to  stand  in  the  crowded 
room  which  the  agencies  hastily  found  when  it  became  obvious  that  the  scheduled 
room  was  not  nearly  large  enough. 

10)  While  a  large  number  of  those  participating  in  the  comment  meeting  spoke,  out 
against  the  building  of  a  weigh  station  at  any  of  the  studies  sites,  it  is  important  to  -^ 

note  that  not  one  person  spoke  in  favor  of  the  project. 

■  -  ^     .       "  _ 

11)  Had  the  agencies  sincerely  sought  public  involvement,  and  had  the  public  been 
adequately  notified  and  informed  of  this  project  in  its  earlier  stages,   a  lot  of  our  tax 
dollars  would  not  have  to  have  been  wasted  going  through  the  EA  process. 

C)  PUKPOSE  AND  NEED 

1)  We  would  like  to  express  here  our  general  concern  for  the  impacts  which  would  result  from  this   '~'~"^~^'~- 
project  in  what  we  consider  to  be  a  rather  sensitive  area,  especially  those  sites  located  between 

the  Otoupalak  site  and  the  Sheep  Ranch  Inn  area.  These  concerns,  include,  but  are  not  limited 
to,  the  subsequent  impacts  on  the  quality  of  the  air  (Class  I  Airshed)  and  water;  on  wildlife, 
wildUfe  habitat  and  travel  routes  -  including  many  sensitive,  threatened  or  endangered  species;  on 
cultural  and  spiritual  resources,  economic  and  community  stability,  rural  and  aesthetic  values;    .    ::^  ^--i.: 
and  on  ecosystem/habitat  fragmentation  as  well  as  on  the  cimiulative  impacts  to  the  adjacent  "  :..' 

ecosystems.  ::  *.       .  — -.     ~'::'s:'":^--r'^::rjz;::-:y:^:z~rz^zr—-^-- 

2)  The  agencies  need  to  more  fully  explain,  justify  and  establish  a  need  for  the  project.  Why  was  the 
existing  weigh  station  at  Lolo  closed?  What  were  the  safety  concerns  there  and  might  they  exist  in 
the  currently  proposed  sites?  This  was  not  addressed. 

3)  If  this  project  is  to  replace  the  Lolo  station,  then  why  wouldn't  a  location  south  of  tov^n  work  as  it 
had  before?  Similarly,  why  was  the  previously  existing  station  at  the  Wye  torn  down,  and  why 


was  the  station  that  currently  exists  at  the  Wye  not  located  so  as  to  serve  the  purposes  of  this 
currently  proposed  station?  There  seems  to  be  a  lack  of  foresight  sind  planning  in  the  removal  of 
these  stations  and  the  present  location  of  the  one  near  the  drive-in  theater  at  the  Wye. 

4)  What  means  have  the  agencies  used  to  monitor  truck  weight  and  to  issue  permits  in  the  more 
than  two  years  since  the  Lolo  station  closed.  If  the  use  of  portable  scales  served  adequately  during 
this  time,  and  the  permits  were  issued  from  some  other  location  up  to  this  point,  then  why  can't 
these  practices  continue?^  Portable  scales  have  worked  according  to  the  agencies 
statements  at  the  comment  meeting,  and  could  continue,  as  has  the  issuance  of 
permits  from  the  agencies  existing  offices. 

5)  The  truck  stop  area  at  the  Wye  already  creates  a  lot  of  traffic  problems.  And  it  seems  that  a  high 
percentage  of  the  trucks  on  this  route  stop  there  anjrway.  Why  can  the  permits  not  be  made 
avaiilable  there,  as  other  permits  currently  are.  Even  if  the  agencies  had  to  build  and  operate  a 
small  office  there,  the  costs  would  be  far  less  than  the  other  options  proposed  in  the  EA,  Likewise 
it  seems  that  the  scales  could  be  located  there  also,  with  the  added  benefit  of  having  businesses 
on  hand  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  drivers  who  are  overweight  or  have  driven  the  maximum  amount 
of  time  permitted  without  a  break. 

6)  It  seems  that  the  main  reason  that  the  Murault's  location  was  removed  fi-om  consideration,  was 
because  it  did  not  meet  the  requirements  of  the  automated  WIM  system. 

7)  In  the  Purpose  and  Need  section  of  the  EA,  the  WIM  system  is  discussed,  but  there  is  no 
indication  of  the  reasons  behind  the  need  for  this  tjrpe  of  a  system.  This  leads  me  to  wonder  if  the 
agencies  aren't  simply  installing  this  fancy,  and  extremely  expensive  station,  just  to  be  dabbling 
in  the  sorcery  of  the  latest  technology.  If  the  agencies  cannot  justiiy  the  use  of  the  WIM  system, 
then  the  Murault  site  should  still  be  a  viable  alternative.  -    ..-- 


D)  THE  PROJECT  AREA 

1)  The  proposed  sites  for  the  weigh  station,  especially  those  from  the  Otoupalak  site  northward,   are 
all  rural  or  semi-rural  areas.  Any  development  activities,  especially  those  which,  like  the  weigh 
station  project,  can  lead  to  other  supportive  developments  such  as  motels,  convenience  stores  and 
fast  food  joints  -  and  ultimately,  unwanted  strip  development  -  can  have  extremely  negative 
impacts.  These  include;  degradation  of  rural  values,  affects  on  property  values,  impacts  to  wildlife- 
habitat,  and  pubHc  safety  concerns  due  to  traffic  pattern  changes  not  only  of  trucks,  but  also  of  __ 
.   other  vehicles  frequenting  such  businesses.  These  side  affects,  though  mentioned  in  passing'as 
"traffic-serving  businesses,"  are  not  adequately  addressed  in  the  EA.  _'  .__      i  i..:_i.  _.  ...  ._^V-.,_  j^: - 


2)  Impacts  to  the  overall  region,  adjacent  ecosystems,  the  bioregion,  genetic  diversity,  endangered  __.  . 

species  and  wildlife  linkage  zones  and  corridors  should  not  be  downplayed.  This  bioregion  is  anr.rrv— ^rr-7- 
important  wildUfe  resource  containing  some  of  the  richest  wildHfe  treasures  in  the  United  States.  ~  "7  '"■ 


The  wildlife  linkage  zone  on  Evaxo  Hill  is  probably  the  only  potentially  maintainable  travel  route 
for  wildlife  movement  between  the  Northern  Continental  Divide  Ecosystem  and  the  Bitterroot 
Ecosystem  on  any  stretch  of  US  93  between  Darby  and  KaUspell.  The  health  and  genetic  diversity 
of  existing  wildlife  populations  in  these  ecosystems,  including  endangered  wolves  and  threatened 
grizzHes,  as  well  as  populations  introduced  as  part  of  government  restoration  efforts,  may  well  be 
dependent  on  the  continued  and/or  future  use  of  this  linkage  zone. 

3)  Also  of  concern  in  some  areas  are  threats  to  riparian  zones  and  water  quality,  both  surface  and 
subsurface,  which  feed  potential  habitat  areas.   In  discussion  of  sites  3  and  4,  the  potential  for 
problems  in  these  areas  seems  greatly  downplayed.  For  example,  there  is  no  discussion  of  spills 
and  leaks  of  fuel,  asphalt,  or  other  hazardous  materials  (during  construction  or  from  truck  cargo) 
at  either  site,  though  one  is  a  headwaters  area,  which  would  significantly  affect  fish  and  other 
aquatic  life  in  the  downstream  system. 

4)  The  agencies  have  admitted  that  "Wetlands  may  be  affected  at  sites  3  and  4  (although  only 
indirect  impacts  are  anticipated  at  Site  3)..."  (Appendix  C,  page  1).  This  is  significant,  and 
implies  that  Site  4  wetlands  will  be  directly  impacted  by  this  project. 

5)  Some  of  the  site  surveys  were  done  only  at  certain  times  of  the  year,  and  may  not  reflect  all 
potential  problems,  such  as  flooding.  Also,  the  EA  indicates  that  some  sites  were  not  visited  at  all 
due  to  landowner's  denial  of  access.  We  do  not  see  how  a  site  can  even  be  considered  if  the 
landowner  disapproves  of  the  project,  or  how  it  can  be  assvimed  that  environmental  factors  have 
been  considered  if  no  access  to  the  site  was  permitted. 

6)  All  potential  impacts  should  be  thoroughly  addressed  during  the  EA  stage,  and  not  after  the 
decision  to  develop  has  been  made. 


E)  RURAL  VALUES 

1)  Rural  values  will  be  dimiinished  in  some  areas  due  to  sight,  sound  and  air  pollution,  and  also  from 
the  associated  "traffic-serving"  businesses/strip  development  with  its  additional  impacts  and 
safety  hazards.  The  significance  of  such  impacts  are  greatly  downplayed  in  the  EA  (page  29),  due 
to  the  sites'  relative  proximity  to  Missoula!  If  the  logic  in  the  final  paragraph  of  EA  section  5.7  ._  :;. 
held,  then  north  Reserve  Street  in  Missoula  would  still  be  cow.  psistures.  The  agencies  are  well 
aware  of  the  potential  development  impacts  from  such  activity  and  aie  being  extremely  misleading 
to  the  public  on  this  issue.  This  is  the  kind  of  fall-out  impact  that  needs  to  be  examined  in  great 
detail  in  your  deficient  cumulative  affects  section,  honestly  portrayed  to  the  concerned  public,  and 
seriously  considered  in  the  decision-making  process. 


F)  WILDLIFE  CONCERNS 

1)  Close  proximity  to  the  Rattlesnake  and  Mission  Mountains  Wilderness,  the  Jocko  Primitive  Area, 
the  Ninemile  Divide  and  other  wild  lands,  combined  with  sparse  development,  makes  the  Evaro 
Hill  area  a  viable  habitat  area  for  wildhfe.  ,    : 

2)  Impacts  from  increased  activity  and  "traffic-serving"  deVelopment  subsequent  to  the  placing  of  a 
weigh  station  in  this  area  will  have  negative  impacts  to  the  habitat  quahty  of  the  area. 

3)  Impacts  to  golden  eagles,  which  nest  just  to  the  east  of  sites  3&4,  and  other  wildHfe  and  wildhfe 
habitat  impacts  are  omitted  from  discussion  or  downplayed  in  the  EA  on  the  notion  that  only 
some  5  acres  will  be  disturbed  by  the  project.  Cumulative  affects  on  wildhfe,  and  from  parasitical 
business  development  near  the  project  site  need  to  be  considered  in  the  EA. 

4)  The  fact  that  rare  and  sensitive  species,  such  as  westslope  cutthroat  trout,  lynx,  wolverine,  fisher, 

goshawk  and  great  gray  owl  "may  occasionally  occur"  in  the  area  should  be  cause  for  the  agencies 
to  undertake  a  more  in-depth  study  of  the  use  of  this  area  by  these  animals.  The  EA  imphes  that 
the  project  areas  are  suitable  habitat  for  these  animals,  then  dismisses  the  importance  of  this 
finding,  by  somehow  determining  that  they  are  not  "expected  to  frequent  any  of  the  four  sites." 
(EA,  Appendix  C,  page  5).  Baseless  speculation  is  not  the  piirpose  of  an  Environmental  '  "'■■ ' 

Assessment.  .. 

G)  THREATENED  AND  ENDANGERED  SPECIES  - 

1)  The  agencies'  determination  that  four  species  of  wildhfe  currently  Usted  for  protection  under  the  - 

Endangered  Species  Act  may  occur  in  the  project  area  (EA  page  24),  should  be  reason  enough  to 
consider  an  entirely  different  site,  and  to  propose  Alternatives  which  include  sites  in  areas  of  less 
significance  to  these  species.. 

2)  The  agencies  seem  to  take  the  approach  that  because  there  are  other  residences  or  structxires 
near  the  proposed  sites,  that  endangered  species  would  not  be  present,  and  would  not  be  affected 
by  additional  development  of  a  weigh  station.  This  is  an  arrogant  and  assuming  approach  to 
assessing  a  project's  impacts  in  an  area  that  is  readily  understood  to  be  the  habitat  area  of 
wildhfe  Hsted  for  protection  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  r.:'::\:.::i:  J. ::::::::'/ ':\ 

"  3)  As  the  EA  notes,  the  Evaro  area  is  designated  Situation  II  Grizzly  Bear  Habitat,  and  is  a  -:•-  <-^—  - 
recognized  linkage  zone  for  grizzly  movement,  -----  -.^        --.^. 


4)  While  the  EA  (Appendix  C,  page  13)  states  that  "No  evidence  indicates  that  the  Highway  93  ,  _;.  ___ 
corridor  occurs  within  the  home  range  of  any  wolf  pack";  gray  wolf  pack  actiyity  (seven  wolves)  has^ 
been  observed  in  early  1997  within  3  miles  of  site  4  at  Evaro. 


-••-^^--^-v^.^*wv^pr v-:4.^-:c>^^  ^■^t:-^yiS::-^J^/:r:;.<-;}r,  :r-^:dy^.:^-^::y%:S^y,i^:.si^.  „;Svr^::^;^vyi;:iiJV^^:x?£^ 


5)  E A  Appendix  C  states  that  alternative  3  will  not  affect  grizzlies  or  gray  wolves,  and  that 
alternative  4  is  "not  likely  to  adversely  affect"  these  two  species.  This  assumption  is  again  based 
on  the  narrow  view  that  the  only  impacts  of  weigh  station  development  on  wildUfe  is  the  amount 
of  land  occupied.  Again,  cumulative  aiffects  on  wildlife,  and  from  "traffic-serving"  development  near 
the  project  site  needs  to  be  considered  in  the  EA 

6)  Endangered  Species  and  their  habitats  axe  often  made  unnecessarily  vulnerable  through  such 
projects.  The  Supreme  Court  has  clearly  expressed  the  broad  mandate  of  all  government 
agencies  to  preserve  species,  citing  the  interpretation  of  Representative  Dingell,  House  manager  of 
the  bill,  of  the  mandatory  nature  of  S7: 

Another  example... [has]  to  do  with  the  continental  population  of  grizzly  bears  which 
may  or  may  not  be  endangered,  but  is  surely  threatened... Once  this  bill  is  enacted, 
the  appropriate  Secretary,  whether  of  Interior,  Agriculture  or  whatever,  will  have  to 
take  action,   to  see  that  this  situation  is  not  permitted  to  worsen,  and  that  these 
bears  are  not  driven  to  extinction.  The  purposes  of  the  bill  included  the  conservation 
of  the  species  and  of  the  ecosystems  upon  which  they  depend,  and  every  agency  of 
government  is  committed  to  see  that  those  purposes  are  carried  out... [T]he  agencies 
of  Government  can  no  longer  plead  that  they  can  do  nothing  about  it.  They  can,  and 
they  must.  The  law  is  clear.    119  Cong.Rec.  42913  (1973)(Emphasis  provided.)  437 
U.S.  at  183,  184.  •  .' 

7)  Very  few  areas  exist  in  the  United  States  in  a  natxiral  enough  state  to  support  the  needs  of  large 
habitat  reqviiring  animals  such  as  wolves  and  grizzlies.  The  site  chosen  in  the  agencies  scoping 
document  as  the  "preferred  alternative"  (site  4)  is  located  in  the  midst  of  one  of  these  rare 
locations.  Special  efforts  and  considerations  need  to  be  taken  on  behalf  of  these  species  by  the 
agencies  when  proposing  projects  in  these  rare  habitat  areas,  and  whenever  possible,  such 
projects  should  be  located  in  a  less  sensitive  area. 

8)  The  agencies  are  strictly  bound  to  uphold  the  provisions  of  S  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  The 
leading  ESA  case,  TVA  v.  Hill  (437  U.S.  153  1978)  strictly  construed  the  language  of  the  Act  in 
enjoining  the  80%  complete  Tellico  Dam  project  after  the  discovery  of  the  endangered  snail  darter. 

The  pointed  omission  of  the  type  of  qualifying  language  previously  included  in    "^ 
endangered  species  legislation  reveals  a  conscious  decision  by  Congress  to  give 
endangered  species  priority  over  the  'primary  missions'  of  federal  agencies.  '  _  " ' 

"   ■     437  U.S.  at  185. '  '    ..■:  '■ ;-  "'"  '■■  V    :-:--.:---  --■--.—  rr  :-.-::■ ::  -  r-- r  :  :5^:-^-Ezi 


9)  If  the  agencies  determine  to  proceed  with  the  project  in  an  area  important  to  endangered  species,'^ 
then  a  full  scale  Environmental  Impact  Statement  should  be  undertaken.  '        •.    -' 

10)  In  addition,  the  agencies  efforts  to  complete  this  project  represents  the  use  of  taxpayers  money  to 
run  counter  to  the  efforts  of  other  federal,  state,  local  and  tribal  agencies  (and  their  expenditures 
of  tax  dollars)  to  protect  wildlife  and  associated  values  according  to  the  law  and  the  expressed 
desire  of  the  American  people. 


H)  WILDLIFE  CORRIDOR/LINKAGE  ZONE 

1)  The  Evaro  vicinity  is  recognized  by  the  Confederated  SaHsh  and  Kootenai  Tribes,  numerous 

conservation  groups,  and  various  government  agencies  concerned  with  wildlife  habitat  and  the 
recovery  of  threatened  and  endangered  species  --  as  an  important  habitat  area  and  wildlife 
migration  corridor  for  grizzly  bears,  wolves  and  a  wide  vauiety  of  other  wildUfe  species.  The  area 
also  encompasses  the  point  where  the  ever  expanding  Missoula  urban  area  meets  the  semi-rural 
area  of  the  Flathead  Indian  Reservation,  where  it  serves  as  a  critical  buffer  between  the  two. 

2)  Three  primary  qualities  are  important  for  wildHfe  corridors:  a)  water,  and  especially  riparian 

zones,  which  are  used  for  feeding  and  travel;  b)  visual  cover,  such  as  dense  shrub  and  forest  areas; 
and  c)  lack  of  roads,  which  limit  movement.  The  Evaro  area  easily  meets  these  quahfications, 
especially  to  the  immediate  north  and  south  of  the  townsite.  (Inventory  of  Conservation  Resources 
for  Missoula  County,  Montana,  1992) 

3)  According  to  Steven  Mietz,  in  his  Master's  Thesis,  Linkage  Zone  Identification  and  Evaluation  of 
Management  Options  for  Grizzly  Bears  in  the  Evaro  Hill  Area  (The  University  of  Montana, 
Environmental  Studies  Dept.,  1994),  the  Evaro  area  has  been  identified  as  a  wildlife  corridor 
critical  to  the  recovery  ofthe  threatened  grizzly  bear.  Mietz  writes; 

The  Evaro  Hill  area,  northwest  of  Missoula,  Montana,  is  f^e  primary  linkage 
zone  between  t-wo  major  recovery  areas:  the  Northern  Continental- Divide 
Ecosystem  and  the  Bitterroot  Ecosystem.  The  established  population  in  the 

Northern  Continental  Divide  Ecosystem  and  the  planned  reintroduced      .  

population  within  the  Bitterroot  Ecosystem  could  use  the  Evaro  area  to  maintain  -  .  _. 

genetic  interchange  between  these  otherwise  separated  populations.  Rapid     .:  .„■'—.:  z;..! 
development  in  the  Evaro  area  may  permanently  block  future  grizzly  movement       -  •-.--'- — ;-.-^ 
unless  management  strategies  are  developed  and  implemented  now.  (emphasis       ''■:  '"       ■  '-■ 
ours) 


4)  While  this  particular  linkage  zone  has  been  identified  in  the  Evaro  area,  it  is  not  necessarily  the 
only  habitat  area  or  travel  route  in  the  vicinity.  As  pointed  out  by  Dale  Becker  (EA,  Appendix  C, 
page  13),  the  entire  Evaro  Hill  area  from  the  "Schley  Homesites  and  south  to  the  mouth  of  O'Keefe 
Creek  canyon"  (Alternative  4  site)  is  "the  primary  area  and  focus  of  wolf  and  grizzly  bear 
movement."  .      :^.    .;;_:.:,"  v::":":^":" 


5)  Other  wildHfe  use  this  area  as  well,  and  the  riparian  area  between  —  and  encompassing  —  sites  3     ;-  ; 
and  4,  where  few  residences  exist  and  the  cover  is  heavy  right  to  the  edge  of  the  road,  is  also  used    ■---•— 
as  a  travel  route.  In  our  personal  observations,  we  have  seen  black  bears,  coyotes  and  deer        . 
crossing  US  93  at  this  point.  ......    .  ■  r  r----~T: 

6)  Travel  corridors  such  as  the  Evaro  Hill  area  are  very  important  to  the  survival  of  grizzly  bears.  The  impact 
that  the  loss  of  corridors  has  on  grizzly  bears  is  widely  accepted  as  being  severe.  Chris  Servheen,  Grizzly^ L 
Bear  Recovery  Coordinator  for  the  U.S.  Fish  and  WildUfe  Service,  has  documented  these  impacts  in  the 
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proceedings  of  the  Grizzly  Bear  Habitat  Symposium  (at  16,  USD  A  Intermountain  Research  Station 
General  Technical  Report  INT-207,  1986).  Servheen  states, 

Preventing  habitat  fragmentation  is  also  an  important  issue.  Such 
fragmentation  was  a  major  factor  in  the  elimination  of  the  grizzly  bear 
throughout  much  of  the  American  West.  As  the  human'  use  of  grizzly  bear 
habitat  continues,  suitable  movement  corridors  within  existing  habitat  must  be 
maintained.  The  remaining  ecosystems  are  fragments  of  the  former  range  of  the 
species;  further  fragmentation  will  seriously  threaten  the  potential  for  the 
recovery  and  survival  of  the  species,  (emphasis  provided) 

7)  Researchers  have  determined  that  management  options  to  maintain  linkage  zones  must  include  a  team 
approach  to  cooperative  management  programs  involving  federal,  state,  corporate  and  private 
landowners.  Projects  undertaken  by  state  and  federal  agencies  (MTD  and  FHA)  which  run  counter  to  the 
conservation  efforts  of  other  state  and  federal  agencies  indicate  a  lack  of  team  participation  in  upholding 
species  protection  laws,-  and  represent  a  significant  waste  of  tax  dollars  invested  in  conservation 
measures.  ■  ..  •       •  • 

The  long  term  maintenance  of  grizzly  bears,  gray  wolves,  wolverines,  lynx  and 

many  other  large  mammals  in  the  northern  Rocky  Mountains  depends  on  our 

abihty  to  limit  fragmentation  of  wildlife  habitat  caused  by  human  activities. 

The  land  ownership  pattern  in  this  region  offers  a  chance  to  control  • 

fragmentation  through  innovative  cooperative  efforts  between  private 

landowners  and  government  agencies.  We  still  have  a  window  of  opportunity  to 

maintain  intact  ecosystems,  but  it  will  not  remain  open  for  much  longer.     • 

(Ecosystem  Management  and  Linkage  Zones  for  Grizzly  Bears  and  Other  Large 

Carnivores  in  the  Northern  Rocky  Mountain  in  Montana  and  Idaho, 

Servheen,Sandsrom,  1993,  Endangered  Species  Technical  Bulletin  Vol  XVIII 

No.  3). 


8)  The  courts  have  determined  that  the  agencies  must  take  a  "hard  look"  at  the  environmental  consequences 
of  its  decisions.  (Kleppe  v.  Sierra  Club  427  U.S.  390,  410n.  21  [1976];  State  of  California  v.  Block  690  F. 
2d  753,  761  [9th  Cir.  1982]).  The  9th  Circuit  decision  regarding  Marble  Mountain  Audubon  v.  Rice  " 
requires  a  "hard  look"  at  the  corridor  issue.  The  court's  opinion  states,  "Although  the  FEIS  acknowledges 
that  the  Grider  drainage  is  a  biological  corridor,  it  does  not  contain  a  significant  discussion  of  the  corridor 
issue."  This  scant  discussion  was  fatal  to  the  agency  action  and  the  case  was  remanded  for  NEPA  , 
compliance.  The  instant  EA  does  not.take  the  required  "hard  look",  nor  even  give  meaningful  discussion" 
to  the  Hnkage  zone  issue.  .,.:•-_  _^- ._'  -,..._.^-__._-...__^ 

I)  CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS  • "  .-  -r --  ;  r^     ; 'r.:^;^- ' i*  -  ••ri^^:^:vv^:r^-^2Tr 

1)  The  Cumulative  Impacts  section  of  the  EA  is  extremely  narrow  in  focus  and  inadequate  as  a 
meaningful  assessment.  Cumulative  impacts  vary  according  to  characteristics  of  the  project  sirea. 
To  set  a  project-wide  minimum  distance  evaluation  area  (1km)  does  not  give  consideration  to  the 
topography,  vegetation  type  and  other  site-specific  characteristics.  Sites  3  and  especially  4,  for~~-~:~-   ;X' 
example,  have  quite  different  characteristics  from  the  other  sites.  These  two  sites  (3&4)  are 
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located  in  an  area  of  heavier  vegetative  cover,  and  site  4  is  within  a  recognized  wildlife  and 
endangered  species  movement  area. 

2)  The  agencies'  notion  of  cumulative  impacts,  as  stated  on  page  41  of  the  EA,  seems  limited  entirely 
to  MDT  projects,  and  only  those  within  an  arbitrary  3  year  projected  period.  There  is  no 
discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  from  past  or  present  activities  or  development.  In  fact,  there  is 
no  analysis  of  cumulative  impacts  at  all,  riot  even  of  the  proposed  MDT  project  to  widen  US  93! 

3)  Simply  because  impacts  are  "expected  to  be  minor"  (Appendix  C,  page  15)  does  not  preclude  them 
from  consideration  for  their  cumulative  affects.  Indeed,  that  is  precisely  the  point  of  evaluating 
cumulative  impacts. 

4)  Project  size,  as  repeatedly  referred  to  in  the  EA  (Appendix  C,  page  15),  "..the  small  estimated 
disturbance  area  (5  acres)...",  is  also  no  reason  to.behttle  the  potential  cumulative  impacts. 

5)  The  E A  makes  no  analysis  of  the  cumulative  affects  of  past  activities  along  with  proposed  present 
and  future  activities.'  Incremental  disturbances  on  the  affected  environment  are  easy  to  allow 
when  taken  a  small  piece  at  a  time.  NEPA  does  not  allow  such  an  approach.    '"Cumulative 
impact'  is  the  impact  on  the  environment  which  results  from  the  incremental  impact  of  the  action 
when  added  to  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions  regardless  of  what 
agency  (Federal  or  non-Federal)  or  person  undertakes  such  other  actions.  Cumulative  impacts  can 
resvdt  from  individually  minor  but  collectively  significant  actions  taking  place  over  a  period  of 
time."  (40  CFR  1508.7). 

6)  Cvmiulative  impacts  on  wildlife,  the  pubHc,  local  communities,  T&E  Species,  and  all  other  areas  of 
concern  hsted  in  these  comments,  must  be  analysed  in  the  EA  or  a  subsequent  EIS.  This  should 
be  given  highest  consideration  in  the  alternative  selection  process. 

7)  The  EA  violates  NEPA  by  completely  failing  to  adequately  consider,  or  to  present  significant 
discussion,  of  the  widespread  and  various  cumulative  impacts  of  past,  current,  and  future  activities 
such  as,  but  not  limited  to,  those  related  to; 

a)  existing  roads,  and  road  building, 

b)  legal  and  illegal  motorized  recreation,  :      .    _ 

c)  highway  and  rail  traffic,  .  ;    .  ,   .-___-:_:__  _,_.^_...^:i._:^.___.; 

-     d)  timber  harvest  activities  l    _        _  :..:._.  ^.    :..— .:■::;.    .-^ 

.    e)  impacts  to  genetic  diversity  .-..-.-.-....--,•...-,-_..-,,. 

f)  cumulative  impacts  ON  other  values,  as  hsted  throughout  these  comments^-   - ---,- — -  -- 

g)  impacts  to  wildHfe  migration  corridors:  including  but  not  limited  to  existing  or  potential 
corridors  between  the  Northern  Continental  Divide  and  the  Bitterroot  Ecosystems.  '''""i/ri'TiJ". 

h)  development  near  the  project  site  for  the  purposes  of  serving  trucks  and  drivers  stopped  at  the  - 
weigh  station,  and  potential  competitive  development  resulting  from  such  initial  development, 
which  can  lead  to  strip  development.  ^  '  '  '  "~"  .         -,     -     --—. 
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8)  These  impacts  are  significant, 

[w]hether  the  action  is  related  to  other  actions  with  individually  insignificant  but 
cumulatively  significant  impacts.  Significance  exists  if  it  is  reasonable  to  anticipate  a 
cumulatively  significant  impact  on  the  environment.  Significance  cannot  be  avoided 
by  terming  an  action  temporary  or  by  breaking  it  down  into  small  component  parts. 
40  C.F.R.  S1508.27(b)(7). 

9)  The  agencies  claim  on  EA  page  42  that  no  other  projects  have  been  identified  which  would  have 
cumulative  impacts.  We  maintain  that  it  is  the  agencies*  responsibility  to  do  the  research 
necessary  to  determine  whether  such  projects  exist,  and  not  to  simply  wait  for  someone  to  bring 
them  to  the  agencies  attention. 

Federal  agencies  routinely  either  do  their  own  studies  or  commission  studies  of 
the  particular  area  in  which  a  proposed  project  is  to  be  located.  Almost  every 
EIS  contains  some  original  research.  And,-  almost  every  time  an  EIS  is  ruled 
inadequate  by  a  court  it  is  because  more  data  or  research  is  needed. 
40  CFR  Sec.  1502.22  • 

10)  A  detailed  map  should  also  be  included  in  the  EA  which  reveals  the  soiirce  and  nature  of  all 
projects,  activities,  Ukely  or  proposed  actions  that  represent  past,  present  or  future  cumulative 
impacts  throughout  the  project  area  and  adjoining  habitat  areas  and  ecosystems.  This  would 
prove  extremely  informative  to  both  the  public  and  to  the  decision-maker. 


J)  NO  ACTION  ALTERNATIVE 


1)  The  "No-Build"  alternative  was  not  clearly  explained,  nor  was  it  given  adequate  consideration  by 
the  agencies.  Instead  the  agencies  apparently  determined  that  they  needed  a  weigh  station,  and 
then  proceeded  to  select  a  site. 

2)  The  statements  (EA  page  13)  that,  not  constructing  a  weigh  station  "would  negate  the  ability  to' 
monitor..."  and  would  "result  in  the  additional  burden  "  of  permitting  at  MCS  offices,  impHes  that 
these  two  activities  have  not  been  occurring  at  all,  and  that  the  only  way  that  they  can  occur  is  to 
develop  a  new  site.  Somehow  we  doubt  that  the  necessary  permits  have  not  been  issued  as 

needed  in  the  past,  or  that  commercial  truck  traffic  has  not,  or  is  not,  being  monitored  on  US  93.  .^ .__ 

3)  The  same  paragraph  does  offer  an  alternative  not  considered  elsewhere  in  the  EA,  and  that  is  to  -^-- 
"tailor"  the  MCS  district  offices  to  issue  permits,  and  save  a  lot  of  acqlusitioiT  and  construction^  ^"'--— - - 
money  in  the  process. 

4)  NEPA  states  that  the  agency  shall,"  (b)  devote  substantial  treatment  to  each  alternative 
considered  in  detail,  including  the  proposed  action  so  that  reviewers  may  evaluate  their  -',- 
comparative  merits,"  guid  "(d)  Include  the  alternative  of  no  action."     '        "                                     .'ZZII 


__^^_^^,^ji ._  :;.,_.i.-;::^:v:^..:-..' ::  .■-:,-":l':ty^/:S^^ 


5)  The  No  Action  alternative  has  not  been  discussed  in  detail  in  the  EA  as  required  by  NEPA,  and  is 
not  given  serious  consideration.  . 


K)  OTHER  ALTERNATIVES  >     • 

1)  Other  alternatives  could  and  should  be  seriously  considered  in  the  EA  process.  These  might 
include,  but  should  not  be  limited  to; 

a)  building  or  renting  a  permit  office  at  the  Wye,  or  some  other  convenient  location; 

b)  using  portable  scales,  as  I  suspect  the  agencies  already  have  been  in  this  area, 

c)  place  weight  limits  or  other  restrictive  measures  on  the  dirty  corner  weigh  station  escape  road, 

and  use  that  site  (which  the  state  already  owns); 

d)  locate  the  weigh  station  in  a  less  environmentally  sensitive  area. 


L)  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 

1)  The  agencies'  preferred  alternative,  as  identified  (buried)  in  Appendix  E,  page  12,  is  site  4  at 
Evaro.  •  . 

2)  This  site  is  justified  in  part  because  of  its  suitabihty  for  the  hi-tech  WIN  system,  and  because  the 
cost  of  installing  the  system  is  less  than  at  other  sites. 

3)  The  agencies  fail  to  reveal  that  the  WIM  installation  costs  (though  less  expensive  at  this  time 
because  it  is  a  two  lane  highway  at  that  site,  rather  than  a  four  lane),  would  probably  be  equal 
to,  or  even  greater  than  the  costs  at  the  other  sites  because  US  93  at  that  site  is  proposed  to 
become  a  four  lane  by  the  MDT.  This  is  especially  true  if  the  agencies  had  to  go  through  two 
separate  installations  projects,  one  with  the  highway  as  a  two-lane,  and  one  after  or  during  its 
transition  to  a  four-lane.      -  .         <   . 

4)  The  agencies  have  also  failed  to  present  a  discussion  of  the  traffic  safety  scenario  of  trucks  coming 
slowly  up  Evaro  Hill,  and  at  the  point  where  the  road  merges  from  a  foiir  into  a  two  lane,  making 
a  left  hand  turn,  across  traffic,  in  a  curve,  to  pull  in  to  the  weigh  station  site.  A  hill,  a  curve, 
impatient  motorists,  and  a  merging  point,  all  combine  with  a  cross-traffic  left  turn  to  spell  -  ::-"--: 
repeated  tragedy.  This  must  be  one  of  the  worst  possible  places  to  install  an  access  point  of  any-- 
kind.  This  and  other  traffic  safety  problems  were  repeatedly  pointed  oiit  by- — -  -  --  ^T^ 
ipaHicipants,  including  several  truck  drivers^during  the  coimnerit~meeting;  'All,.  '^  ^~- 
including  ourselves,  were  amazed  that  so  little  thought  or  concern  had  been  given  to 
the  safety  aspects  of  this  project,  especially  since  the  agencies  proposing  the  project  , 
are  in  the  business  of  traffic  design  and  safety.  'f^;.:.: ".'  :~;V77:.,.  ..-'.T.^ 


5)  What  thp  r^rjencie*:  Vinvo  ^-^ilpd  to  consider,  and  have  noted  by  exclusion  in  their  reasons  for  picking 

the  Evaro  site,  is  all  of  the  reasons,  as  found  throughout  the  EA,  not  to  site  the  weigh  station  at 
that  location. 

6)  In  identifying  and  selecting  a  "preferred  alternative"  the  agencies  should  give  greater,  or  at  the 
least,  equal,  consideration  to  the  existing  and  other  potential  future  uses  of  the  au-ea,  including 
endangered  species  and  other  wildlife  habitat,  water  and  air  quality,  the  area  as  a  critical 
ecosystem  component,  and  other  issues  as  raised  in  these  comments. 


M)  THE  EVARO  SITE  , 

1)  Despite  its  obvious  shortcomings,  the  Evaro  site  is  the  preferred  alternative  according  to  EA 
Appendix  E,  page  12.  Representatives  of  the  agencies  participating  in  the  March  20,  1997 
comment  meeting  seemed  genuinely  surprised  to  learn  that  there  was  a  preferred 
alternative  selected  in  the  EA-  This  leads  us  to  question  whether  or  not  the  agencies 
have  adequately  reviewed  the  EIA. 

2)  The  aforementioned  shortcomings  include: 

a)  meeting  the  intersection  sighting  requirement  by  less  than  one  hundred  feet; 

b)  failing  to  meet  the  desirable  stopping  sight  distance  Hmits; 

c)  inaccurate  data  to  project  pubHc  acceptance  score; .       ■  ^ 

d)  close  proximity  to  identiiied  cultural  properties; 

e)  a  flood  prone  and  water  degradation  prone  location; 

f)  the  site's  potential  impact  to  westslope  cutthroat  trout; 

g)  being  the  highest  scoring  site  for  farmland  values; 

h)  its  location  in  important  endangered/threatened  species  movement  area; 

i)  its  location  near  the  source  of  a  watershed; 

j)  its  having  the  highest  potential  of  all  the  sites  for  adverse  affects  on  wolves,  grizzlies  and 

other  wildhfe; 
k)  it  being  against  the  advise  of  the  researchers  who  conducted  commissioned  cultural  resource 
-     studies  for  the  agencies; 
1)  the  fact  that  the  representative  from  the  Flathead  Culture  Committee  "repeatedly  expressed 

tribal  concerns"  about  construction  of  a  weigh  station  at  this  site.  - "--  -  --  -         - 

3)  The  Evaro  site  is  considered  by  us  to  be  the  most  highly  sensitive  site  listed  in  your  alternatives,  :'\ 
and  the  primary  reason  that  an  EIS  should  be  undertaken  for  this  project;-  '""  ---y-^>,-  j^-r^^t—r^zi 


.  J_^ ,j.  ,..  "  ■'    '      13  '  '    ^    ■     '"■."■'■  ■-•V--  •..-...-.---,•--, 


N)  CONCLUSION 

1)  It  is  ovir  opinion  --  and  concern  —  that  the  development  of  a  weigh  station  at  any  location  between 
site  3  and  the  Sheep  Ranch  Inn,  would  be  the  catalyst  for  the  development  of  "traffic-servicing" 
businesses,  and  that  the  cumulative  impacts  from  these  and  other  activities  in  this  already 
marginally  impacted  area,  will  have  adverse  consequences  for  the  rural  and  wildlife  characteristics 
of  the  area,  and  will  directly  affect  the  future  use  of  this  area  by  wildHfe,  including,  and  especially, 
the  endangered  wolf  and  threatened  grizzly  bear. 

2)  Nothing  in  the  EA  has  given  us  any  reason  to  believe  otherwise.  In  fact,  the  lack  of  clearly  relevant 
information  in  the  EA  tends  to  make  us  feel  that  the  agencies  may  well  be  aware  of  the 
potentially  high  level  of  impacts,  which  could  be  realized  by  this  project,  and  are  intentionally 
withholding  that  information,  or  are  at  least  not  actively  piirsuing  it,  with  the  possible  ulterior 
motive  of  simply  securing  federal  highway  dollars. 

3)  Insufficient  information  and  research  regairding  threatened  and  endangered  species  and 
cumulative  im.pacts  from  the  proposed  project,  points  toward  the  potential  for  an  arbitrary  and 
capricious  decision  to  be  made  with  disregard  for  observance  of  the  procedures  required  by  law, 
and  as  such  is  in  violation  of  the  National  Environmental  PoHcy  Act  and  the  Administrative 
Procedure  Act  (5  USC  Sec.  706).  •  ■  "    •   " 

An  agency  action  is  arbitrary  and  capricious  if  it  has  entirely  failed  to  consider  an 
important  aspect  of  the  problem,  and  runs  counter  to  the  evidence  before  the  agencies. 
Motor  Vehicle  Manufacturer's  Association  v.  State  Farm  Mutual  Automobile  Ins.  Co. 
(103  S.  Ct.  2856,  2866-67  1983). 


4)  The  agencies  ignorance  of  the  contents  of  the  EA,  as  indicated  by  their  not  being 
aware  that  the  consluting  firm  conducting  the  EA,  had  chosen  a  preferred  alternative 
and  outlined  it  in  the  EA,  causes  us  to  seriously  question  if  this  document  has  even 
been  reviewed  by  the  agencies,  or  if  they  are  merely  (and  blindly)  relying  on  the  work 
of  the  consulting  firm? 


0)  REQUESTED  RELIEF  .     /  ...._..•:.,._.._ ___.j__ 

1)  NEPA,  Sec.  1500.1  the  purpose  of  NEPAis  to  "(c)  ...help  public  ofiicials  make  decisions  that  are^ 
based  on  understanding  of  environmental  consequences,  and  takeactions  tKat  protect,  re^tore,'\fi 
and  enhance  the  environment.  "  It  is  our  contention  that  the  EA  fails  to  fully  reveal  the  negative 
environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  and  therefore  would  permit  a  decision  to  be  made 
on  incomplete  information.  ^  .-^-  ,-_--- 
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2)  We  support  the  "no  build"  option  that  Jim  Weaver  and  other  agency  representatives 
promised  the  public  during  the  comment  meeting,  and  as  documented  in  Jim 
Weaver's  3/13/97  letter  to  Missoula  County  Commissioner,  Barbara  Evans,  and  urge  the 
final  decision  maker  to  accept  and  adopt  the   "no  build  alternative." 

3)  Given  the  potential  for  significant  impacts  to  no  less  than  four  threatened  or  endangered  species  in 
the  sites  located  within  the  important  wildlife  area  at  Evaro,  the  lack  of  relevant  information 
regarding  these  and  other  impacts  in  the  EA,  the  fact  that  is  is  questionable  whether  the 
agencies  have  even  reviewed  the  EA,  and  for  other  reasons  pointed  out  in  these  comments,  we 
request  that  a  comprehensive  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  complete  with  a  Biological 
Opinion  from  the  US  Fish  and  Wildhfe  Service,  be  undertaken  to  fully  disclose  the  ramifications  of 
this  project. 


Submitted  3/29/97  by, 


Bob  Yetter  &  Susan  VanRooy 
1012  Grizzly  Mountain  Road 
Evaro,  Montana  59802 
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Formal  Comments  for  Inclusion  in  the  Record  on  the 
Montana  Department  of  Transportation  and  Federal  Highway  Administration 
Environmental  Assessment  for  a  Motor  Carrier  Weigh  Station 
on  Highway  93  north  of  Interstate  90 


BY  CERTIFIED  MAIL  TO: 

Joel  Marshik 

Environmental  Services  Manager 

Montana  Dept  of  Transportation 

2710  Prospect  Ave,  PO  Box  201001 

Helena,  Montana  59620-1001  '  - 

AND 

Dale  W.  Paulson  -     . 

Environmental  Coordinator 
Federal  Highway  Administration 
301  South  Park,  Drawer  10056 
Helena,  Montana  59626-0056 

Please  register  Susan  VanRooy  as  an  interested  party  to  Montana  Dept  of  Transportation  and  the 

Federad  Highway  Administration  projects  on  US  Highway  93  from  1-90  to  Montana  200.  The 

following  are  my  comments  for  the  Pubhc  Comment  Period  ending  April  25,  1997.  I  request  that 

these  comments  be  attached  to  the  instant  EA  for  review  by  the  decision-makers. 

I  would  hke  to  state  for  the  record  that  I  agree  with  all  of  the  points  that  have  been  made  in 
support  of  the  no  build  option,  and  add  the  following  in  regard  to  my  concerns  with  weigh  station 
construction  in  wetlands  such  as  thosethat  have  been  identified  at  sites  3  and  4. 

At  Site  3,  access  was  denied  so  environmental  concerns  could  not  be  adequately  assessed.  How  is  it 
possible  to  propose  a  project  for  a  site  you  don't  even  have  access  to?  How  c£in  you  consider  that  an 
environmental  assessment  has  been  prepared  for  that  site? 

•  The  EA  states  that  tailed  and  spotted  frogs  likely  inhabit  the  project  area.   State  and. nationwide   .    . 
studies  reveal  rapid  declines  in  frog  populations.  We  can  scarcely  afford  to  escalate  this  trend  by: ;_./__:; 
paving  over  and  risking  pollution  of  important  wetland  habitat.   - 


;The  EA  states  that  black-crowned  night  heron,  yeUow-biUed  cuckoo,  bald  eagle/  peregrinel  falcon,".  ";^;;;^ 
northern  goshawk,  gray  wolf,  fisher,  wolverine,  grizzly  bear  and  lynx  may  occasionally  otcur  in  the "7" 
general  project  corridor,  but  cure  not  known  or  expected  to  frequent  any  of  the  sites.  I'd  like  to  state  that 
for  the  most  part  none  of  these  s-pedes  frecjuent  anywhere  anymore,  there  simply  aren't  enough  left 
anywhere,  but  the  fact  that  they  may  occur  even  occasionally  is  very  significant  and  underplayed  in  ■ 
this  EA.  From  what  source  were  you  able  to  determine  that  these  species  are  not  "expected  to  frequent" 
any  of  the  sites?  -    ,  .   _...,._:._;; 


The  EA  states  that  O'Keefe  Creek  supports  a  genetically  pure  population  of  the  rare  and  sensitive 
West-slope  cutthroat  trout  throughout  its  length.  Since  any  potential  impacts  to  the  stream  are  of 
considerable  concern,  should  either  site  3  or  4  even  be  viable  options? 

The  EA  states  that  impacts  would  be  reduced  by  implementation  of  best  management  practises  for 
pollutant/  sediment/erosion  control  during  and  following  construction.  What  does  this  really  mean? 
Reduced  is  a  relative  term  -  reduced  to  what?  how  do  we  know  it  will  be  enough  to  protect  the  natural 
values  you  identify  in  your  study? 

I'd  like  to  point  out  a  contradiction  in  the  EA  that  left  me  a  bit  confused. 

On  pg  11  paragraph  6  -  after  the  word  Mitigation  it  states  that  "no  direct  wetland  impacts  are 
anticipated  at  sites  2,  3  or  6  (and  impacts)  cannot  be  quantified  without  a  site  specific  design  at  site  4, 
(therefore)  no  compensatory  mitigation  is  recommended."  Then  it  states  "Such  mitigation  may  be 
required,  however,  should  a  site  specific  design  be  proposed  at  site  4  or  site  3  that  would  result  in  direct 
wetland  impacts.  Will  there  be  direct  wetland  impacts  at  site  3  or  not? 

Why  weren't  site  specific  designs  prepared  for  these  sites  so  that  impacts  could  be  quantified? 
Isn't  this  the  whole  point  of  preparing  an  EA? 

Again  I'd  like  to  reiterate  that  although  I  have  pointed  out  specific  concerns  related  to  sites  3  and  4, 1 
strongly  support  feel  that  this  weigh  station  project  is  a  blatant  waste  of  public  resources,  time  and 
money  and  I  stand  adamantly  opposed  to  this  project. 

What  happens  if  a  truck  is  in  violation?  Does  it  sit  there  until  the  situation  can  be  taken  care  of?  How 
does  this  effect  your  mitigation  efforts  that  allow  no  storage  of  hazardous  materials,  including  fuels 
and  lubricating  oils  within  100  feet  of  wetlands  or  streams? 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  comment  on  the  public  involvement  process  used  during  the  course  of  this  study. 
I  attended  the  March  20th  public  hearing  in  Missoula  on  this  project,  and  watched  over  one  hundred 
frustrated,  angry,  mistrusting  people,  just  like  myself,  fill  that  room.  Why  did  we  bring  these  emotions 
with  us  and  have  them  reinforced  as  we  sat  waiting  for  an  opportunity  to  vent  our  feelings?  I  believe  it 
is  because  we  were  not  openly  invited  to  participate  in  the  decision  making  process  from  the  beginning. 
I  first  heard  about  this  proposal  less  than  two  months  prior  to  this  meeting.  No  one  ever  came  and 
asked  me  or  any  of  my  neighbors  what  we  would  think  of  such  a  project,  what  concerns  I  might  have, 
whether  I'd  want  to  spend  my  money  on  something  like  this...  nothing.  The  DOT  did,  I  understand, 
meet  the  legal  requirement  for  notification  with  their  minimal  little  notice  in  the  legal  section  of  the 
Missoulian.  Many  of  us  don't  have  time  to  read  these  on  a  daily  basis,  or  don't  subscribe  to  the 
Missoulian.  If  you  really  wanted  public  comment  on  this  proposal,  a  far  greater  effort  could  have  been 
made  to  get  it. 

I  learned  a  great  deal  from  the  citizens  who  showed  up  at  the  meeting  regarding  safety  hazards, 
environmental  concerns,  weather  factors  that  were  not  taken  into  consideration  in  the  EA,  and  public 
sentiment  on  this  issue.  From  the  expressions  and  responses  to  what  many  people  had  to  say,  it  was 
obvious  that  Jim  Weaver  and  the  other  representatives  present  learned  a  great  deal  as  well.  Had  you 
actively  sought  out  this  kind  of  information,  so  important  to  any  study  or  proposal  carrying  the  degree, 
of  impact  to  an  area  this  proposal  carries,  you  could  have  saved  yourselves  (and  the  local  taxpayer)  a 
lot  of  money,  hassle,  and  headache,  and  worked  to  build  the  kind  of  trust  that  would  be  mutually 
beneficial  and  desirable  between  people  and  governing  agencies.  If  s  no  wonder  to  me  that  people  come 
to  a  meeting  like  this  with  preconceived  mistrust  and  disdain  for  the  officials  making  -  as  we  we  were 
told  that  night  -  "best  guesses"  about  what  we  need  and  want.  In  closing  I'd  simply  like  to  state  that  it 
would  be  wonderful  if  you  all  could  actually  learn  something  from  this  experience.  Ask  the  people 
what  they  want  first  Involve  us  from  the  very  beginning.  Don't  try  to  sneak  something  past  us  because 
in  the  long  riin  it  doesn't  pay.  In  fact  it  costs  rather  dearly.  ;    .'r:  i    7..  1     .  ..       ._ 


Office  of  the  Governor 

State  of  Montana 


Marc  Racicot 
Governor 


April  23,  1997 


State  Capitol 

Helena,  Montana 59620 -osoi 


Art  3nd  Sara  Larrah 
17355  Hwy  93N 
Missoula  MT  59802 

Dear  Art  and  Sara: 


N3V\-r        5-3(30)  ^a-]  C^i    133T 


Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  write  about  a  proposed  weigh  station  north  of  Missoula  on 
Highway  93.  I've  attached  a  list  of  the  steps  the  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT) 
undertook  in  seeking  a  decision  on  the  weigh  station. 

I  agree  with  MDTs  belief  that  weigh  stations  are  necessary  to  protect  the  investment  Montanans 
have  made  in  their  highway  system  and  to  promote  public  safety.  The  process  used  by  MDT  has 
worked.  Your  input  was  sought  during  this  process  and  your  request  for  no  weigh  station  was 
granted. 

David  Gait,  Administrator  of  the  Motor  Carrier  Services  Division,  wilU  present  the  no-build 
alternative  to  the  Montana  Transportation  Commission  at  their  next  scheduled  meeting.  This 
meeting  is  set  for  May  14  and  15  in  Red  Lodge.  For  details  on  the  Commission  meeting  agenda, 
please  call  (406)  444-7200. 

At  this  time,  MDT  must  develop  a  plan  to  use  portable  scale  equipment  to  effectively  monitor  truck 
traffic.  This  plan  may  include  building  widened  areas  on  Highway  93  to  allow  portable  scale  crews 
to  weigh  trucks  effectively  and  safely,  but  MDT  does  not  plan  to  build  the  weigh  station  on 
Highway  93.  Furthermore,  you'll  be  informed  of  any  new  construction  proposals  on  Highway  93. 


hope  this  information  is  helpful  to  you. 
Sincerely, 


hSate  Reed  ?\Q^n^if.]Cj 


MARC  RACICOT 
Governor 

Attachment 

cc:        Marv  Dye,  Director  of  Transportation 

Dan  Larson,  Montana  Transportation  Commissioner 
David  Gait,  MDT  Motor  Carrier  Services  Division  Administrator 
Gary  Gilmore,  MDT  Engineering  Division  Administrator 
Joel  Marshik,  Environmental  Senyices  Manager 
Carl  Peil,  Preconstruction  Engineer 


TELEPHONE:     (406)    4-14-3111        FaX  :     (406)    444-552_9 


Montana  Department  of  Transportation 
Steps  in  decision  on  weigh  station  on  US  93  north  of  Missoula 

1.  MDT  acquired  an  option  to  purchase  a  piece  of  land  near  O'Keefe  meadows  on  Highway 
93.  This  land  was  zoned  for  commercial  purposes  and  available  on  the  open  market. 

2.  MDT  held  a  meeting  in  Missoula  to  hear  comments  about  the  proposed  site.  Those 
present  opposed  MDT's  proposal. 

3.  Citizens  for  the  O'Keefe  area  appeared  before  the  Transportation  Commission  to  voice 
their  objections  to  the  idea.  The  commission  agreed  with  their  opinion  and  directed  MDT 
to  find  a  new  site. 

4.  MDT  hired  a  consultant  to  find  a  suitable  site  for  a  weigh  station  on  Highway  93.  Several 
sites  were  selected  for  study.  These  sites  didn't  include  the  O'Keefe  site. 

5.  The  owner  of  the  O'Keefe  site  insisted  MDT  include  the  O'Keefe  site.  Federal  law  requires 
that  all  suitable  sites  be  considered  in  the  NEPA  process,  so  the  O'Keefe  site  was  included 
in  the  study. 

6.  MDT  scheduled  a  meeting  to  discuss  the  outcome  of  the  study.  At  this  meeting,  MDT 
stated  that  they  were  going  to  recommend  a  "no-build"  alternative  to  the  Transportation 
Commission.  They  also  stated  that  the  O'Keefe  site  rated  the  highest  in  their  selection 
criteria,  but  chose  the  "no-build  alternative"  in  light  of  strong  public  opposition.  MDT  also 
stated  they  were  going  to  consider  using  portable  scales,  as  suggested  in  the  petition,  to 
accomplish  their  goal. 
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PETITION  AGAINST 
MOTOR  CARRIER  SERVICE  WEIGH  STATION 

NH-F  5-2(30)27 
(P.M.S.  CONTROL  NO  1337) 

In  Response  to  : 

ENVniONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 

Issued  March  1997  by  State  of  Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 

Federal  Highway  Administration 

THIS  UNNEEDED  WEIGH  STATION  WILL  COST  IN  EXCESS  OF 
S2,000,000  TAXPAYER  DOLLARS 

"The  purpose  of  the  weigh  station  is  to  re-establish  a  permanent  enforcement  presence 

on  US  Highway  93." 

1,  The  chip  trucks  and  logging  trucks  which  are  one  of  the  major  points  of  focus  are 
already  adequately  monitored.  The  chip  trucks  are  weighed  both  at  departure  points  and  at 
destination  points.  The  logging  trucks  are  issued  weigh  tickets  at  their  destination.  There 
is  no  point  in  overloading  a  logging  truck  as  the  mills  will  not  pay  for  excess  product 
anyway.  Increased  regulation  of  these  two  branches  of  the  trucking  industry  is  easily 
accomplished  with  jump  scales,  a  station  is  not  necessary. 

2.  The  closer  this  station  is  moved  to  Missoula  the  more  chances  there  are  for 
avoidance  of  the  scales.  Any  map  of  Western  Montana  will  illustrate  the  number  of  paved 
alternatives  there  are  to  completely  avoid  this  station.  Anyone  over  weight  already  knows 
it  because  they  have  access  to  scales,  many  right  on  their  trucks.  They  will  not  knowingly 
drive  into  a  weigh  station. 

3.  The  Department  of  Transportation  has  already  spent  thousands  of  dollars  acquiring 
easily  portable  scales  that  can  be  utilized  to  monitor  compliance  with  more  effectiveness 
because  of  tite  ability  to  curtail  avoidance.  In  fact  a. temporary  scale  site  was  included  in 
multi-million  dollar  do verleaf  built  at  the  Wye. 

THE  THREAT  TO  PUBLIC  SAFETY 

Current  average  daily  traffic  in  this  area  is  9150  vehicles.  9.9%  of  these  are  commercial 
trucks  subject  to  MCS  regulation.  Currently  that  will  mean  906  trucks  will  have  to  exit 
and  enter  traffic.  A  current  landowner  wanting  access  to  his  land  between  the  Wye  and 
Evaro  was  recently  denied  a  permit  due  to  the  alleged  danger  caused  by  his  single  light 
passenger  car  crossing  traffic.  Imagine  the  danger  created  by  semi-trucks  needing  to  slow 
down  with  their  weight  loads,  as  well  as  accelerating  to  cross  traffic  to  reenter  the  driving 
lanes,  to  say  nothing  of  the  seasonal  conditions.  Fog  occurs  often  in  this  area. 
Three  of  the  proposed  sights  -  O'Keefe,  Otoupalak,  and  Evaro  -  are  in  areas  highly 
populated  with  personal  residences  and  on  school  bus  routes.  The  Frenchtown  School 
buses  have  already  been  rerouted  to  the  Frenchtown  Frontage  Road,  (the  proposed  exit 


^' 


site  for  the  trucks  at  the  O'Keefe  Site)  due  to  having  near  accidents  wUh^l  ipl.tujck|Oj 
the  Mill  Road  flei^b.  of  the  Wye.    .  ■     -^  "•"    '^■■■' 


WCEiVED 
POLLUTION        ^■'--:.-".t:>AR  3  1  1997 

PnlUition  will  be  caused  by  the  emissions  from  over  900  idling  trucks  per  c  2^j^  otj:,,  qi.   ir{ANji>o;-(iAro\' 
pollution  will  be  noLtop.  .  lljl!E2!lJ^l!!^L^ 

The  O'Keefe  site  will  be  nestled  in  amongresidential  homes.  

The  Otoupalak  site  will  be.in  direct  contact  with  residential  homes.  -  -       ^ 

The  Evaro  site  will  not  only  be  in  direct  contact  with  residential  homes,  but  be  located  m 
■  one  of  only  two  sites  designated  as  Pristine  Air  Sheds  in  the  United  States,  as  well  as  be 
located  in  a  wetland  wildlife  corridor.  ,,n-- r      a- 

One  of  the  very  few  streams  which  have  breeding  trout  that  do  not  have  Whirhng  disease 
runs  on  or  near  the  Evaro,  Otoupalak,  and  O'Keefe  sites. 

SEVERE  DEVALUATION  IN  REAL  ESTATE  PROPERTY  VALUES 

On  page  3  of  the  above  reference  Environmental  Assessment  it  is  stated  that  major  reason 
to  keep  the  weigh  station  close  to  Missoula  is  that  there  is  only  one  dependable  loca 
source  to  issue  permits  for  t^^:cking  in  Missoula,  the  MDT  district  office  located  on  West 
Broadway  in  Missoula,  an  already  designated  commercial  area. 

A  home  is  one  of  the  largest  personal  investments  made  by  an  mdividual  The  drastic 
decline  and  virtual  inability  to  fairiy  market  these  homes  will  Impact  individual  citizens  far 
in  excess  of  any  amount  of  additional  permit  money  the  state  would  hope  to  generate 
because  they  feel  that  they  need  a  second  local  source  for  these  services  m  Nlissoula^ 

There  is  no  problem  with  the  trucking  industry  accessing  permits  from  a^large  ana 
varied  number  of  sources  in  many  convenient  locations.  This  is  the  era  of  the  telephone, 
computer  modem,  and  fax  machine,  which  are  widely  abundant  m  supply  and  very 
inexpensive  to  purchase  and  operate  in  the  most  remote  areas.  Citizens  do  not  need  to 
have  their  investments  in  the  future  ruined  to  accomplish  this  clerical  task. 


/^c<  2,. 


Office  of  the  Governor 

State  of  Montana 


Marc  Racicot 
Governor 


April  25.  1997 


State  Capitol 

Helena,  Montana 59620-0801 


Stacey  Buhr 

11980  O'Keefe  Creek  Blvd. 

Missoula  MT  59802 

Dear  Ms.  Buhr: 


5-9.(30) 


^-^ 


Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  write  about  a  proposed  weigh  station  north  of  Missoula  on 
Highway  93.  I've  attached  a  list  of  the  steps  the  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT) 
undertook  in  seeking  a  decision  on  the  weigh  station. 

I  agree  with  MDTs  belief  that  weigh  stations  are  necessary  to  protect  the  investment  Montanans 
have  made  in  their  highway  system  and  to  promote  public  safety.  The  process  used  by  MDT  has 
worked.  Your  input  was  sought  during  this  process  and  your  request  for  no  weigh  station  was 
granted. 

David  Gait,  Administrator  of  the  Motor  Carrier  Services  Division,  will  present  the  no-build 
alternative  to  the  Montana  Transportation  Commission  at  their  next  scheduled  meeting.  This 
meeting  is  set  for  May  14  and  15  in  Red  Lodge.  For  details  on  the  Commission  meeting  agenda, 
please  call  (406)  444-7200. 

At  this  time,  MDT  must  develop  a  plan  to  use  portable  scale  equipment  to  effectively  monitor  truck 
traffic.  This  plan  may  include  building  widened  areas  on  Highway  93  to  allow  portable  scale  crews 
to  weigh  trucks  effectively  and  safely,  but  MDT  does  not  plan  to  build  the  weigh  station  on 
Highway  93.  Furthermore,  you'll  be  informed  of  any  new  construction  proposals  on  Highway  93. 

1  hope  this  information  is  helpful  to  you. 

Sincerely,  ^ 


v''!S8*"  *  '      »iri      in«i     wf. 

;Oate  Reed  Prejcnst/^  q^ 
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MARC  RACICOT 
Governor 

Attachment 
cc: 
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Marv  Dye,  Director  of  Transportation  >  - 

Dan  Larson,  Montana  Transportation  Commissioner  'l- 

David  Gait,  MDT  Motor  Carrier  Sen/ices  Division  Administrator' 

Gary  Gilmore,  MDT  Engineering  Division  Administrator  ^ — '  J  33"cc,r,.:uitani  Dsn. 

Joel  Marshik,  Environmental  Services  Manager  -. ' 

Carl  Peil,  Preconstruction  Engineer  C 
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Montana  Department  of  Transportation 
Steps  in  decision  on  weigh  station  on  US  93  north  of  Missoula 

1.  MDT  acquired  an  option  to  purchase  a  piece  of  land  near  O'Keefe  meadows  on  Highway 
93.  This  land  was  zoned  for  commercial  purposes  and  available  on  the  open  market. 

2.  MDT  held  a  meeting  in  Missoula  to  hear  comments  about  the  proposed  site.  Those 
present  opposed  MDT's  proposal.  ' 

3.  Citizens  for  the  O'Keefe  area  appeared  before  the  Transportation  Commission  to  voice 
their  objections  to  the  idea.  The  commission  agreed  with  their  opinion  and  directed  MDT 
to  find  a  new  site. 

4.  MDT  hired  a  consultant  to  find  a  suitable  site  for  a  weigh  station  on  Highway  93.  Several 
sites  were  selected  for  study.  These  sites  didn't  include  the  O'Keefe  site. 

5.  The  owner  of  the  O'Keefe  site  insisted  MDT  include  the  O'Keefe  site.  Federal  law  requires 
that  all  suitable  sites  be  considered  in  the  NEPA  process,  so  the  O'Keefe  site  was  included 
in  the  study. 

6.  MDT  scheduled  a  meeting  to  discuss  the  outcome  of  the  study.  At  this  meeting,  MDT 
stated  that  they  were  going  to  recommend  a  "no-build"  alternative  to  the  Transportation 
Commission.  They  also  stated  that  the  O'Keefe  site  rated  the  highest  in  their  selection 
criteria,  but  chose  the  "no-build  alternative"  in  light  of  strong  public  opposition.  MDT  also 
stated  they  were  going  to  consider  using  portable  scales,  as  suggested  in  the  petition,  to 
accomplish  their  goal. 


March  13  th,  1997 

Gov.  Marc  Racicot 
Room  204 
State  Capital 
Helena,  MT  59620 


Dear  Gov.  Racicot, 

I  am  writing  this  letter  to  voice  my  concern  about  the  threat  to  the  quality  of  my  rural  lifestyle  that  1  dearly 
love.  My  family  and  I  live  on  five  acres  in  the  valley  at  the  base  of  Evaro  Hill  on  liwy  93.  Wc  purchased 
our  land  from  Dale  Mahlum  and  his  son  in-law  built  us  a  beautiful  home  where  we  plan  to  raise  our  three 
children  with  all  the  advantages  of  a  rural  lifestyle.  Wc  are  dose  to  Missoula,  but  are  excited  thai  when 
they  begin  school  they  will  attend  Frenchtown  school  district. 

Recently  the  Montana  Highway  Department  sent  out  a  letter  indicating  another  public  meeting  for  a 
proposed  weigh  station  sites  in  our  valley  or  at  the  top  of  Bvaro  Hill.  I  have  tried  to  educate  myself  in  every 
area  to  see  all  sides,  but  it  simply  is  heartbreaking  to  think  that  my  home  and  property  would  be  exposed  to 
three  hundred  trucks  a  day  idling,  pulling  in  and  out  of  a  weigh  station  in  your  own  back  yard. 

This  docs  do  one  good  thing-it  brings  neighbors  together.  We  are  getting  the  word  out  about  this  meeting, 
as  only  a  few  people  were  notified.  We  are  studying  and  reviewing  the  state's  Environmental  Assessment. 
This  public  meeting  is  scheduled  for  March  20th  in  Missoula  and  we  plan  to  be  strong  in  number,  as  wc  do 
live  on  rural  lots  it  has  been  a  challenge  to  inform  people.  Wc  also  have  educated  ourselves  to  the  cost  of 
this  and  the  need.  We  have  talked  with  the  trucking  industry,  called  the  MDT,  read  everything  we  could  get 
our  hands  on  and  frankly  there  is  a  question  of  "need"  to  spend  2.2  million  on  a  weigh  station  that  would 
only  weigh  trucks  using  this  corridor.  If  trucks  travel  on  I-9C  they  are  already  weighed.  Currently  roaming 
jump  scales  are  used  successfully,  catching  truckers  at  random  through  out  the  surrounding  area. 

There  are  many  issues  that  are  of  concern;  noise,  pollution,  increase  truck  travel~{as  they  want  to  also  turn 
this  weigh  station  into  a  multi-purpose  facility),  our  property  value  will  traumatically  decrease,  quality  of 
life,  safety— this  is  a  busy  highway  anyway— especially  in  the  summer  to  support  our  great  tourism,  school 
buses .  I  want  the  rural  life  I  purcha.sed,  1  want  my  children  to  know  about  all  of  the  great  things  Montana 
has  to  offer,  please  oversee  this  please  do  not  let  this  happen. 

There  are  alternative— does  the  MDT  really  need  a  new  facility  or  could  they  simply  improve  llicrc  auditing 
processors  at  the  pulp  mill  and  where  the  tankers  fuel  up?  MDT  says  it's  a  burden  to  do  permits  where  they 
are  at— remodcl-they  have  a  huge  empty  parking  lot,  truckers  right  now  get  permits  at  Muralist  truck  stop- 
what's  wrong  with  ihat-it  works  great  for  everybody?  The  state  owns  land  at  Arlec  comer  called  dirty 
comer  already,  they  quit  .studying  this  spot  because  they  said  there  was  one  county  road  right  in  the  hack  of 
the  land  they  owned  that  truckers  could  take  to  by-pass  the  weighing — change  the  weight  limit  on  the  road 
don't  let  them  use  it.  they  can  be  seen  if  they  do--fine  them  big!!  MDT  needs  to  do  more  study  on  the  land 
they  already  own  that  is  not  in  the  middle  of  someone's  dream.  They  said  in  their  report  that  the  sites  in  our 
area  were  undeveloped-that's  part  of  living  in  the  county — please  listen  to  us!  This  would  border 
landowners,  homeowners  who  love  this  lifestyle  that  looks  undeveloped  to  them! 

I  have  tried  to  keep  this  letter  organized  and  well  thought  out.  however  I  feel  like  my  emotions  have  run 
away  again  concerning  this — i  was  a  strong  republican  supported  this  last  election,  especially  with  Dale 
Mahlum  running  for  office  and  1  am  asking  for  your  help  now! 

Sincerely, 


